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EDWARD STANFORD’S TOURIST LIST. 
NEW CATALOGUE OF GUIDES AND MAPS NOW READY. 





Sixth edition, revised and partly rewritten. ; : 

ROUND about LONDON ; Historical, Archeological, Archi- 

tectural, and Picturesque Notes for the Tourist, within a circle of 12 miles. By 
W. J. LOFTIE. Fcap. 8vo, cloth, with Map, 2s. 
Stanford’s Two Shilling Series of Tourist Guides. 

The Series includes in addition to above : 
Bedfordshire English Lakes 
= 
Cambridgeshire 
Channel Islands 

wall 


Surrey 


Gloucestershire Sussex 
hire 

Hertfordshire 

Kent 

Norfolk 

Somersetshire 

Suffolk 


Warwickshire 
Wiltehire 
Worcestershire 
Wye (The) 
Yorkshire, E. & N. 
Yorkshire, W. 





JENKINSON’S PRACTICAL GUIDES. 
Feap. 8vo, cloth, with Maps, &c. 

THE ENGLISH LAKES. Ninth edition, eight Maps, 6s. 
THE ISLE OF WIGHT. Fifth edition, two Maps, 2s. 6d. 
NORTH WALES. Fourth edition, with two Maps, 6s. 6d. 
NORTH WALES. (Smaller.) Third edition, three Maps, 3s. 6d. 
THE 1SLE OF MAN, Third edition, with Map, 5s. 
CARLISLE, the Roman Wall, &c. With Map, 5s. 


SPECIAL HANDBOOKS. 
ENGLISH CATHEDRALS. By the Rev. W. J. Lortiz, B.A. With 
29 Plans, limp cloth, 5s. 
LINCOLN. Pocket Guide. By Sir C. H. J. ANDERSON and Rev. A. R, 
Mappisox. Third Edition, with Map, cloth, 3s. 
NORWAY. Willson’s Handy Guide. Third edition, with Corrections for 
1893. Seven Maps, limp cloth, 5s. 





STANFORD’S COMBINED MAPS and GUIDES. 
ISLE OF WIGHT. Tourist’s Map, scale 1 inch to a mile, and Descrip- 
tive “ Visitor’s Guide.” ‘Folded, plain, 1s. ; coloured, 1s. 6d. ; mounted, 3s. 6d. 
NORTH WALES. Tourist’s Map, scale 3 miles to an inch, and Descrip- 
tive ‘‘ Visitor’s Guide.” Folded, plain, 1s. 6d. ; coloured, 2s.; mounted, 5s. 
SOUTH WALES.  Tourist’s Map, scale 3} miles to an inch, and 
Descriptive ‘‘ Visitor’s Guide.” Folded, plain, 1s. 6d.; coloured, 2s.; mounted, 5s. 
LONDON. Collins’s Standard Map of London, scale 4 inches to a 


mi'e. With an illustrated Guide. Coloured, in case, 1s.; extended and full- 
1s. 6d.; mounted, 3s. 6d. 


coloured, 

ENGLISH LAKE DISTRICT. Tourist’s Map, with all the Roads and 
Paths marked and Heights given. Scale 1 inchtoamile. Price, with Roads and 
Lakes coloured, folded, in case, 2s. 6d. ; full-coloured, 4s. 6d. ; mounted, in case, 7s, 6d. 


London: EDWARD STANFORD, 26 and 27, Cockspur-street, S.W. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


FREE, 
SIMPLE, 








10, 





SECURE. 





TOTAL ASSETS, £2,692,000. INCOME, £ 303,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 





TRUSTEES. 


The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY. 
The Right Hon. Lord COLERIDGE, The Lord Chief Justice. 
The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWIOH. 
Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.0., D.O.L 
FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 
WILLIAMS, Esq: 
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Cases Reported this Week. 
In the Solicitors’ Journal. In the Weekly Reporter. 


Anthony, Re, Anthony v. Anthony Dai , In re, Ex parte Holt 590 
rri 633 Ferrand v. Hallas Land and Building 
530 


Blake v. 

Chancellor v. Webster. le 

Cleveland Settled Estates, Re Green v. Green and Sedgewick 
Jenkins v. Ridgl ee 


Daveron, Re, Bowen v. Churebiii... sia lincey haihise 
Greenhill v. North Briti ites, In re. 


British and Mercan- N, 
Portsea Island Building Society, In re.. 
Richerson, In re, Scales v. Heyhoe ...... 
Sax, In re, Barned y. Sax ...... ........-.. 

Smith v. Robinson 
Sudbury and Poynton Estates, Ia re, 
bt, . Ch, Reet 
Whitworth vy. Whitworth and Thomas- 
Young (A; t) v. Fosten (Re- 

spondent 5389 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir mAs now been decided that the transfer to Mr. Justice 
Romer which we anticipated last week will consist of 100 
actions from the lists of Mr. Justice Curry, Mr. Justice Norru, 
and Mr. Justice Srrruinc. Lists of the actions from which 
these will be taken are exhibited in room 136 of the Royal 
Courts, and any objections to such transfer must be lodged with 
the cause clerks in that room on or before the 19th inst. 


vows OB 


Queensland National Bank, Re 
— v. South London Tramways 
0. ; 


White (an Infant), Re.... 





Tue Court of Appeal No. 2 is continuing the hearing of 
Chancery final noe. 9 with the exception that on Friday, the 
14th inst., four Queen’s Bench interlocutory appeals were placed 
in the day’s paper ; and one final appeal, being an appeal from 
Lord Justice Kay sitting as a judge of the Queen’s Bench 
Division, is fixed to be heard at a time governed by the fact of a 
certain chancery final appeal having been previously heard. 





ProBaB.y ow1ne to the recent discussion on the subject of the 
Oaths Act, 1888, the practice of witnesses desiring to be sworn 


with uplifted hand in the Scotch form, instead of kissing the 


book, is daily becoming more common in the Royal Courts. 
This remark is more particularly applicable to members of the 
medical profession, amongst whom there appears to be a very 
fea: adoption of the idea that the cover of a book which has 

een kissed by many witnesses is liable to impart infectious 
diseases. They cannot be blamed for taking advantage of the 
Act. 





THE FOLLOWING are the names and dates of call to the bar of 
the new Queen’s Counsel :—Mr. James Tispart Wooprorrs, 
1860; Mr. Joseph Macuutt Yares (Northern Circuit), 1869; 
Mr. James Francis Oswatp (Ohancery Bar), 1869; Mr. 
Freperic MarsHauu (North Wales Circuit), 1870; Mr. Cxarzes 
James Freminc, M.P. (Northern Circuit), 1872; Mr. Francts 
Wi11am Rarxes (Northern and North-Eastern Circuits and 
Admiralty), 1872; Mr. Wim Brake Opozrs (Western 
Circuit), 1873; and Mr. Cuartzes Swivren Eavy (Chancery 
Bar), 1879. 





a solicitor which ar 


Ir 1s WELL settled that the services of 
i roperty in an action 


instrumental in recovering or preserving 
are in the nature of salvage, and hence a charge for costs under 
section 28 of the Solicitors Act, 1860, can be made upon the 
interest in the p of any person who is benefited, and not 
upon that only of the person who employs the solicitor. This 
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was recognized by Bacon, V.C., in Bulley v. Bulley (8 Ch. D. 
479) in the plainest terms when he said: “The law is, if you 


save a sinking ship, you shall be paid what is just out of the | 
That I take to be the principle of the | 


value of that ship. 
Solicitors Act referred to, for the words are distinct and clear, 
and carry into effect plainly that principle.’ The decision was 
affirmed by the Court of Appeal upon the narrower ground that 
the client, who was a trustee, had really an interest in the entire 
property recovered, but the salvage doctrine was recognized on 
appeal in the subsequent case of Greer v. Young (31 W. R. 
930, 24 Ch. D. 545), and upon this ground it was held 


that a charge wight be given upon the property of an infant. 
There is the restriction that the solicitor must not be a 
volunteer. He must be employed by some person interested 


in the subject-matter of the litigation. But if this con- 
dition is satisfied, and he shews himself entitled to the charge, 
this will take priority of all beneficial interests in the 
property. The law, as thus settled, was applied recently by 
Romer, J., in Scholey vy. Peck (41 W. R. 508). An action was 
commenced by the solicitors of the purchaser of a leasehold 
house for specific performance of the agreement for sale. In 
the course of the proceedings it transpired that the purchaser 
had mortgaged his interest in the agreement, but the mort- 
gagee declined to concur in the proceedings. Ultimately judg- 
ment was obtained in the action, ordering the defendant to 
assign the lease of the house to the plaintiff or his mortgagee ; 
and, upon an application by the plaintiff's solicitors for a charg- 
ing order on the house for their costs, it was held that they 
were entitled to such an order, not only binding the plaintiff's 
interest, but taking priority over the mortgage. 





AN. INTERESTING point in the law against perpetuities was 
decided by Currry, J., in Re Daveron, Bowen vy. Churchill 
(reported elsewhere). In that case there was a trust for sale 
and a gift of the proceeds. The trust for sale was void as con- 
travening the rule against perpetuities, but the gift of the 
proceeds was to persons ascertainable within the rule—z.e., 
within a life or lives in being and twenty-one years after. 
Curry, J., held that the gift was valid. Curiously enough 
the case was treated as one of first impression, though 
Turner, V.C., had decided the same point in Lachlan v. 
Reynolds (9 Hare, 796). In that case, which was not cited, 
the testator directed his executors, «when thirty years were 
expired, to order all his property to be sold and two-thirds 
thereof to be divided among his children living at that period or 
to their heirs. It was contended that the gift was void for 
remoteness. Turner, V.C., held that it amounted to no more 
than a gift to such of severa! persons who might be living at 
the death of the testator as should be living at the end of thirty 
years. The legacies were vested at the termination of a life in 
being at the death of the testator, and were not, therefore, liable 
to any objection on the ground of remoteness. Goodier vy. 
Edmunds (ante, p. 526) did not decide the point, as in that case 
there was a gift of the rents and profits until sale to the persons 
to whom the proceeds of sale were bequeathed, and the decision, 
following Goodier v. Johnson (18 Ch. D. 446), simply held that the 
gift of the rents and profits carried the property. Except on 
the question of conversion the invalidity of the trust for sale 
was really immaterial, as the same class took in the first 
instance, whether it was good or bad. Any possible implica- 
tion that the gift of the rents and profits was indefeasible 
merely because the trust for sale was bad must now be nega- 
tived, as it is quite clear that had the proceeds of sale been 
given to any other persons ascertainable within the limits of the 
rule against perpetuities the gift would have been good. 


Tue RECENT rAtLuReE of Australian banks has brought into 
prominence the process of ancillary winding up. ‘The principle 
is no novelty, it has long been recognized in the administration 
of deceased persons’ estates. A person dies domiciled, say, in 
Ohili. The bulk of his estate is there, but he also leaves pro- 

y in England and creditors in England. In such a cas2 a1 


order. 
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order, to aid them by making an ancillary order (te Matheson) 





ister in 1891, out of 848 persons against whom warrants were 
soglish court has no hesitation in making an administra‘ion | issued, 604 paid on arrest, 22 paid in prison, and only . 
It lays its hand on the English assets, and in effect | remained in prison the whole time. So at Leeds in 1891, out 
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says: “‘These are not to go out of the jurisdiction until ai 
claimants against them in this court (not English creditor 
merely) are satisfied.” It is the same with an ancillary windin 
up order, only instead of an individual it is a company which 
defunct or moribund. A trading company, for instance, i 
registered in New Zealand, and has its principal place of busi- 
ness there, but it has also a branch office in England. It ies 
on business here and contracts debts. A winding-up order is 
made against it in the colony, or a petition perhaps is pending| 
Obviously it is time for English creditors to look to themselveg) 
and arrest the company’s English assets, and an English cour 
has undoubtedly jurisdiction, notwithstanding the colonial) 



















Brothers, 32 W. R. 346, 27 Ch. D. 225; Re Commercial Bank 
of South Australia, 36 W. R. 650, 33 Oh. D. 174; Re Comeg 
mercial Bank of India, 16 W. R. 1104, L. R. 6 Eq. 517). For | 
such colonial or foreign company is in contemplation of English’ 
law an “unregistered company” within section 199 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, and a winding-up order is so far from] 
being designed to provoke a conflict of jurisdiction that it is@ 
strictly in furtherance of international comity. For what arg 
the functions of the court under an ancillary order? To ore 
to protect, and to preserve the assets (keeping things going if] 
necessary), until the court of the country of the domicil has] 
determined, on the motion of those most interested in them, = 
how the assets shall be dealt with, whether they shall be dis-7 
tributed, for instance, and the company dissolved, or whether ™ 
there shall be a reconstruction. If they are to be distributed, = 
the auxiliary court will then go on to ascertain who are the” 
persons having claims on the assets within its jurisdiction, as ~ 
was done in Re Commercial Bank of South Australia (36 W. BR] 
550, 33 Ch. D. 174), and will see them paid before it hands ™ 
over the surplus (if any) to the principal court. Apropos of = 
this it is not unimportant to observe that as to any priorities © 
the lex fori must govern the distribution of the local assets, 
The court must adhere in matters of procedure to its own rules | 
of administration (Ze Queensland Mercantile Agency Co., 39 W. BR. 
447; 1891, 1 Ch. 536; 1892, 1 Ch. 219). Subject to this quali- 7 
fication, the court of the company’s domicil is, in these double ~ 
liquidations, the principal court. The other courts act only as ~ 
ancillary to it. ; 
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Tux Serecr Commirrez of the House of Lords appointed to 
inquire into the subject of imprisonment for debt have issued 
the report which we print elsewhere. Under section 5 of the 
Debtors Act, 1869, any court may commit to prison for a term 
not exceeding six weeks, or until payment of the sum due, — : 
person who makes default in payment of any debt or instalk © 
ment of any debt due from him under an order or judgment; 
but the jurisdiction can only be exercised where it is proved to 
the satisfaction of the court that the person making default 
either has, or has had, since the date of the order or judgment 
the means to pay, and has refused or neglected to do so. This 
provision has been regarded by many persons as an anomalous 
survival from the old law of imprisonment for debt, and special — 
objections have been taken to it on the ground of the want of 
judicial uniformity in the application of the law, and on account | 
of its alleged tendency to foster an unhealthy system of credit, ~ 
Some of the county court judges, it appears, indorse these 
objections, and they also say that the evidence of the 
debtor’s means, on which they are bound to act, is often 
very unsatisfactory. But the large majority of judges regard 7 
the power of imprisonment as useful. ‘The credit system ~ 
they look upon with favour, alleging that it is specially 
beneficial in times of strikes and depression of trade; 
and in imprisonment they find the most effectual means of 
enforcing their judgments. As a rule, in small cases, execution 
against goods is useless, whilst the issue of a warrant gene : 
results in speedy payment. On this head the report is very — 
plain :—“‘It has been clearly proved that of those against whom 
a warrant is issued very few go to prison at all, a great num 
ber pay within a few hours or days after they have gone @ 
prison, and but few remain all their time. Thus, at Westmit 
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some 20,000 judgments in favour of the plaintiffs, there were 
8,895 judgment summonses heard, 4,206 warrants of commit- 
ment issued, only 228 different persons were imprisoned, only 
108 stayed in gaol, 36 paid on entering the prison gates.” The 
committee attempted also to ascertain whether any discontent 
exists among the labouring classes, and apparently there does 
not. One witness, the secretary of a miners’ association, stated 
that the general feeling of the working classes is, that if it was 
roved that a man could pay and would not pay, it was right 
that he should be sent to prison, and that he had heard nothing 
to induce him to think that there exists any feeling of annoy- 
ance or agitation against this law; and other witnesses spoke to 
the same effect. Having regard, however, to the facts as to the 
efficiency of a warrant for imprisonment, it is reasonable to 
suppose that so long a period as six weeks is unnecessary for 
the maximum term of imprisonment, and the committee observe 
that an element in the diversity of practice will be removed if 
this is reduced to three weeks. Hence they arrive at the follow- 
ing resolutions :—(1) That as to the power of imprisonment, it 
has not been proved that there is any discontent among the 
classes most affected by the Act, either as to the law itself or as 
to the way in which it is administered; (2) that the exist- 
ence of the power of imprisonment undoubtedly has a 
great effect upon debtors in inducing them to pay, par- 
ticularly in the case of lodgers and others with no settled 
homes ; (3) that in general a warrant results in payment with- 
out any imprisonment at all, or after a very short imprisonment, 
while but few debtors remain in prison the full time; (4) that 
the power of execution upon goods only is in the great majority 
of cases useless ; (5) that while the county court judges exercise 
their jurisdiction with great care and attention, more uniformity 
of practice is desirable, and might be obtained by more frequent 
consultation among them ; (6) that the maximum period of im- 
prisonment may with advantage be reduced from forty-two to 
twenty-one days; and (7) that any system of arrest of wages 
would be disapproved both by employers and employed. The 
report suggests that it is worthy of inquiry whether the period 
of the Statute of Limitations should not be shortened ; but this 
not coming within the terms of the reference to them, they ex- 
press no opinion on it, There remains the question of costs, 
and these, it is said, seem to bear a large proportion to the 
money got in. This, too, the committee reg as a matter 
deserving further consideration, and they advise that a depart- 
mental committee of the Treasury should carefully consider it as 
early as possible. 





Ir appears from the current number of the Law Quarterly 
Review that the traditional story of the highwayman who filed a 
bill in equity against his partner for an account of the profits of 
their dealings on Hounslow Heath and elsewhere is founded on 
fact. A copy of the bill and of the orders made has been found 
in the European Magazine for May, 1787, and the orders have 
been verified by collation with the originals at the Record Office. 
The bill, which, however ingenious its language, seems hardly 
calculated to impose upon the court, purports to be signed at the 
foot by counsel, one JonarHan Cottins. But the plaintiff had 
soon had enough of it. In October, 1725, on the motion of the 
defendant, it was referred to the deputy remembrancer to 
inquire whether it was not scandalous and impertinent, 
and on the 13th of November it was dismissed, with costs. 
on the plaintiff's application. This, however, did not stop the 
deputy remembrancer. He reported on the bill as might be 
expected, and the tipstaff was sent in pursuit of the plaintiff's 
solicitors. They were fined £50 each, and committed to the 
custody of the Warder of the Fleet until the fines were paid. 
Jonarnan Coxtins, too, did not escape. He was condemned to 

y the defendant’s costs, to be taxed by the de uty, though 

ere justice stayed its avenging hand, and it then that 
the indignity to the court was satisfied by the fines, and the 
scandal was not to be considered in the taxation. The Zaw 
Quarterly Review also finds in the Huropean Magazine the sub- 
sequent fate of the parties. Jomn Everer, the plaintiff, was 
executed at Tyburn in 1730; Joserm WiutAMs, the defendant, 
had already met the same fate at Maidstone in 1727; and 

mLiaM Wrearuock, one of the plaintiff's solicitors, was in 











1735 convicted of robbery, but was reprieved and tra a 
Altogether highway robbery seems to have fared badly toth at 
law and in equity. 








MORE ABOUT UNSTAMPED CONVEYANCES. 


A WELL-KNowN correspondent of great experience states, in a 
letter printed elsewhere, ‘‘that during a conveyancing experi- 
ence of nearly fifty years I have known numerous instances in 
which stamp objections have been got over by letting the 
grantor make, or concur in, a new and duly stamped deed (some- ° 
times even reciting the first deed and the fact of its being 
unstamped), and I do not remember so much as a doubt being 
suggested as to the efficacy or promsey of this plan.” He then 
goes on to suggest that the subsequently properly stamped deed 
operates by way of vr 

It appears to us, with deference, that our correspondent has 
failed to distinguish between the different reasons for which a 
deed may be useful. 

If A. grants freeholds to B., B. may want to produce the con- 
veyance for two different reasons. First, A. may bring an 
ejectment against him, alleging that he is unlawfully in posses- 
sion. In this case, if the original conveyance from A to B. was 
unstamped, and A. subsequently made a conveyance to B. which 
was properly stamped, B. could properly produce the latter con- 
veyance in support of his title, not use it passed anything, 
but because A. would be estopped from denying that it 
the land. B. would not be committing any fraud in setting up 
the second deed, as A. knew perfectly well that he executed 
two deeds. 

On the other hand, suppose that B. contracts to sell the land 
to C.; the reason why he has to produce his title-deeds is for 
the purpose of proving his right to the land. In this case the 
ea ¢ passed by the first unstamped deed, nothing pa by the 
second deed ; if, therefore, B. conceals the first deed and pro- 
duces the second deed only, a deed which nothing, he is 
committing a deliberate fraud against C. On the other hand, if 
he produces both deeds, the purchaser may properly require the 
first deed, being the deed that passes the legal estate, to be 
properly stamped: Whiting to Loomes (17 Ch. D. 10). He is 
not bound to accept a title depending on an instrument operating 
by estoppel only. 

Our correspondent cites Ex parte Birkbeck Freehold Land Society 
(31 W. R. 716, 24 Ch. D. 119) in support of his views. But we 
doubt very much whether it helps him. In that case A. conveyed 
to B. by an unstamped deed, B. contracted to convey to C., who 
objected to the title on the ground vf the want of the stamp, then 
A. offered to concur in the conveyance to©. It was held that the 
concurrence of A. dispensed with the necessity of stamping the 
original deed. It will be observed that this case is entirely 
different from the case put by our correspondent. In Ex parte 
Birkbeck the vendor aie perfectly good title, and could convey 
the land to the sub-purchaser, but, owing to the deed of convey- 
ance from the original vendor being unstamped, the original 
purchaser could not, and the sub-purchaser would not after the 
conveyance to him be able to, prove his title. In a case of this 
nature the concurrence of the original vendor in the conveyance 
to the sub-purchaser would be sufficient, the latter acquired the 
land without his concurrence, and the sole effect of his con- 
currence was to estop him from denying that the land passed. 

The case was somewhat peculiar. As the sub-purchaser took 
under his compulsory powers he could not insist on the original 
purchaser having his conveyance stamped. Also the sub- 
purchaser had no power to sell the land; if he ever wished to 
sell it he would be in the difficulty that we pointed out at the 
commencement of this article, as his title depended on an un- 
stamped deed. . 

Probably, however, the grounds of the decision were the 
following :—The sole object of A. conveying to B. was to 
enable B. to make a conveyance of the legal estate to C. fora 


ublic p under which the land would not be capable of 
being sold. The nan 4 reason why ©. could ever wish to prove 
his title would be to shew that the legal estate was vested in 


from the con 


him, and this would sufficiently 
never have to be of 


executed by A. and B., and O, 









628 


the fraud of producing it to a purchaser and keeping back the 
conveyance from A. to B. 

As to another objection raised by our correspondent to the 
distinction that we drew in our article, at p. 596, between an 
unstamped assignment of a policy on life and an unstamped 
conveyance of land, we must really ask him to be kind enough 
to read the section of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 
1888, cited in that article. The section says that no unstamped 
assignment shall confer on the assignee any right to the policy 
moneys or to give a valid discharge for the same. If the 
unstamped assignment does not transfer these rights, what is 
the objection to having a subsequent valid assignment which 
does transfer them? We repeat that the objection to attempt- 
ing, in the case of land, to bolster up the title conferred by an 
unstamped conveyance by a subsequent conveyance properly 
stamped is that, as the land passed by the first conveyance, 
nothing passed by the second, and that if the purchaser on 
any subsequent dealing with the land for value were to produce 
the first conveyance, the sub-purchaser would be entitled to have 
it stamped at his expense, and if he were to keep back the 
first and shew the second conveyance only, he would be com- 
mitting a fraud, and if his solicitor were to be a party to con- 
cealing the original conveyance he might fall within the 
provisions of 22 & 23 Vict. c. 35, s, 24. 





THE INFLUENCE OF THE DOCIRINE OF CONVER- 
SION ON THE CONSTRUCTION OF WILLS. 
Tne decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Duke of Cleveland's 
Settled Estates (reported elsewhere) is of considerable interest 
with reference to the doctrine of conversion. When land is 
settled with a power for the trustees to sell and reinvest the 
proceeds in land, it is of course clear that, after a sale, and 
pending reinvestment, the proceeds are to be considered, for the 
purpose of the settlement, as land, and they will so remain until 
some person entitled to an absolute interest elects to take them 
as personalty. This, at least, is the rule when the ultimate 
trust of the settlement gives the reversion in the lands in fee, 
with no intermediate general power of appointment ; but, where 
there is such a general power, the result, as appears from 
Chandler v. Pocock (15 Ch. D. 491, 16 Ch. D. 648), may be 

different. 

In Chandler v. Pocock the circumstances were as follows. By 
A.’s marriage settlement, dated in 1832, real estate was settled 
to the use of A. for life, and after her death, in default of issue 
of the marriage, to the use of such persons as she should by 
will appoint. The settlement contained a power for the trustees 
to sell the real estate, with a direction to lay out the proceeds, 
with A.’s consent, in the purchase of other hereditaments to be 
settled to the like uses, with a power of interim investment, with 
the like consent, in Government securities. In 1855, the husband 
being dead, and there having been no issue of the marriage, 
the trustees of the settlement sold all the hereditaments subject 
to it for the sum of £24,226 Consols, which was transferred into 
their names by the purchaser. In 1875 the then trustee of the 
settlement transferred the whole of the Consols to A. In 1879 
A. died without having expressly exercised the power of appoint- 
ment given to her by the settlement ; but she left a will, dated 
in 1875, shortly after the transfer to her of the Consols, by 
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which, after appointing executors and bequeathing pecuniary 
legacies amounting to upwards of £30,000, she bequeathed all | 
the residue of her personal estate to two persons absolutely. It 
—* that the personal estate to which she was entitled at 
the date of her will and of her death, independently of the 
£24,226 Consols, did not amount to more than £6,000, 
Jessel, M.R., held, and the Court of Appeal affirmed his deci- 
sion, that the will operated as an exercise of the power of 


|of real estate which it held at that time. 





appointment, and carried the Consols. 

he decision was based upon a literal construction of section 
27 of the Wills Act, 1837, which provides that a bequest of the | 
personal estate of the testator shall be construed to include any 
personal estate which he may have power to appoint in any | 
manner he may think proper, and in the absence of a contrary 
intention expressed in the will shall operate as an execution of 


such power; and of section 1 of the game Act, by which “ per- | 
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sonal estate ” ig to be construed to extend ‘to leasehold estates 7 
and other chattels real, and also to moneys, shares of Govern- ~ 


ment and other funds,” &c.; but it may be doubted whether the 
operation of the doctrine of conversion ought thus to have been 
excluded. It was said that the testatrix had sufficiently 
indicated her intention that the Consols should be treated as 
personal estate, but, although such intention would have been 
decisive had she been entitled to the reversion in fee in the lands 
the subject of the settlement, it seems under the circumstances 
to have been irrelevant. She had no right to call for a transfer 
of the Consols to herself, nor any right to treat the stock as 
personal estate. For the purposes of the settlement it was at 
the time of her death real estate, and the only power she had 
over the property was to appoint it by will in such a manner 
as to pass it in that character. 

It seems, however, to have been admitted that to supportsuch 
au application of section 27 of the Wills Act it is necessary that 
at the death of the person in whom the power of appointment is 
vested, and who is alleged to have exercised it by a general 
bequest of personal estate, there should be no persons with 
intermediate interests entitled to call for a reinvestment of the 
proceeds of sale in land. Thus Jzsser, M.R., said :—‘* What 
the authorities do decide is.this, that where there are persons 
entitled to an intermediate interest who, after the death of the 
testator, have still a right to call for the investment of money in 
land, there it is real estate of the testator, and a gift of ‘my 
real estate’ would pass it, but a gift of ‘my personal estate’ 
would not.” And this is exemplified by the subsequent case of 
Re Greaves’ Settlement Trusts (23 Oh. D. 313), where the limita- 
tions of the settlement were in trust for the wife for life, and 


after her death as her husband should by deed or writing 


appoint. The land comprised in the settlement was sold under 
a power to sell and reinvest in land, but no reinvestment was 
made. The husband died in the lifetime of the wife without 
having exercised the power of appointment, but by his will he 
made a general bequest of his personal estate. Fry, J., held that 
inasmuch as the wife had a right to call for the reinvestment of the 
proceeds of sale in land, although, in fact, she never did so, they 
were to be considered as having been land at the time of the. 
husband’s death, and that the will did not operate as an exercise 
of the power of appointment. But it may be suggested that 
this is really inconsistent with the principle of Chandler v. 
Pocock, that the personal estate to which the Wills Act refers is 
personal estate de facto. If the doctrine of conversion is to be 
applied at all, with the result, as in Re Greaves’ Settlement, of 
making that which is personal estate de facto nevertheless real 
estate in point of law, it must be applied consistently ; and the 
true test is, not whether there is any pomp entitled to call for 
an actual investment in land, but whether, a conversion into 
real estate having for legal purposes already been effected, the 
testator is entitled to impress the proceeds of sale with the 
character of personalty. As above pointed out, it is clear that, 
when he has merely a power of appointment, he has no such 
right, and it is for his appointee to elect to take the property as 
personal estate. 

But when the tenant for life, after his life estate, takes a 
reversion in fee, the case is quite altered. The property is his 
own, and he can elect to take it in what form he pleases; and, 
if he has not elected during his life, he can still direct in what 
manner it is to go under his will. Failing, however, such 
election or indication of his intention, then the doctrine of 
conversion applies, and after his death it will retain the character, 
Hence it will pass. 
under a devise of his “real estate,” and.so the Court of Appeal 
have held in Re Duke of Cleveland’s Settled Estates. 
admission that the doctrine of conversion applies to the construc: 
tion of wills so as to give to personal estate de facto the character, 
of real estate, although there is no person entitled to call for an 
actual investment in land, it seems to be opposed to the view. 


‘taken in Pocock y Chandler. 


The second point decided by the Court of Appeal is of leas, 
general interest. The testator, the Duke of OLeve ann, devised 
all his estates in Staffordshire and Durham in one direction and 
his residuary real estate in another, The estates which 


been sold were in the named counties, and wore sold before the 
testator made his will. It was contended that, until reinvest. 4 
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ment, the proceeds of sale must be regarded as representing the 
land from which they had arisen, and that they went, therefore, 
to the devisees of the lands situate in Staffordshire and Durham. 
But this is a result not required by the doctrine of conversion. 
It is a plausible conjecture that the testator would have given 
this destination to the money had his attention been called to the 
matter ; but, failing any express indication of his wishes, the 
roceeds of sale were real estate simply, without any defined 
ocality. The Court of Appeal held, therefore, that they passed 
under the residuary devise. 


LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


SrrEes FOR PLaces oF WorsHip.—The Places of Worship (Sites) 
Bill has been under the consideration of the Standing Committee of 
the House of Lords. An amendment to clause 3 was moved by the 
Marquis of SALISBURY, and accepted, providing that the provisions 
of the Bill should ‘‘ extend to the acquisition of sites for any church, 
chapel, or meeting-house, or other place of Divine worship, and for 
a minister’s residence in connection therewith.” Lord SALISBURY 
explained that, as the clause was originally drawn, it would be 
possible for a site for the minister’s residence to be acquired any- 
where inside, or even outside, the parish. An amendment, moved by 
Lord SANDFORD, providing that no site should exceed half an acre in 
extent, was negatived. On clause 8 (arbitration) Lord STANLEY oF 
ALDERLEY moved an amendment providing that the amount of the 
purchase-money or compensation to be paid for the site should be 
determined by two sworn valuers appointed by the Board of Agri- 
culture. After some discussion the amendment was withdrawn. 
Lord BELPER moved to add to the clause a provision that, in 
estimating the purchase-money or compensation, regard should be 
had not only to the valfie of the land, but also to the damage, if any, 
to be sustained by the owner, lessee, or occupier of the land by 
reason of the severing of the land taken from the other lands of 
such owner, or otberwise injuriously affecting such other lands. The 
amendment was agreed to. Amendments moved by Lord Sanprorp 
and Lord BELPER, with the object of securing a reverter of the land 
to the former owner if at any time it ceased to be used for the 
purpose for which it was taken, were negatived, and the Bill as 
amended was ordered to be reported to the House. 

Pusiic Compantes.—The Bill introduced by Mr. Daym Tuomas 
as the Companies Prospectus and Allotment Bill provides by clause 1 
that every prospectus of a company, and every advertisement, notice, 
or other document inviting persons to subscribe for shares in any 
joint-stock company shall, in addition to the particulars required to 
disclosed by the Companies Act, 1867, or any other Act, also specify 
the minimum amount of capital upon the bond fide subscription of 
which it is intended by the promoters, directors, or officers of the 
company to proceed to allotment, and such minimum amount of 
capital is in no case to be less than two-thirds of the amount of 
capital for which subscription is invited. It is not to be competent 
to any person taking shares to waive the disclosure of these par- 
ticulars. By clause 2 any promoter, director, or officer of the com- 
pany knowingly issuing, or causing to be issued, or being a party to 
the issue of any prospectus, &c., in violation of the previous provi- 
sion, is to be liable to a penalty not exceeding £100. Clause 3 forbids 
under the same penalty the allotment of shares until the minimum 
amount of capital named under the provisions of the Bill has been 
bond fide subscribed for under a legally binding contract. 

LivERPOOL Court oF PassaGE.-—A Bill, under the title of the 
Liverpool Court of Passage Bill, has been introduced by Baron HENRY 
Dz Worms, and read a second time in the House of Commons. Under 
clause 2 an action may be brought in the Court of Passage when a 
defendant resides or carries on Retiess within the jurisdiction of the 
court ; and, by leave of the judge or registrar, when a defendant has 
80 resided or carried on business within six morths of the bringing of 
the action, or when the cause of action has arisen within the jurisdic- 
tion of the court. Under clause 3 actions of contract brought in the 
High Court, where the claim does not exceed £100 or is reduced to 
that amount by payment or admitted set-off, may, on the applica- 
tion of either party, be ordered to be tried in the Court of Passage. 
In actions of tort brought in the High Court the defendant may make 
an affidavit that the plaintiff has no visible means of paying the costs 
if he loses, and the action may thereupon be remitted for trial to the 
Court of Passage, unless the plaintiff gives security for costs or 
satisfies a judge of the High Court that he has a cause of action fit to 

prosecuted in the High Court (clause 4). These provisions, of 

course, only apply to actions which might have been originally 
brought in the Court of Passage. Conversely, actions may, by order 
of the High Court or a judge thereof, be removed from the Court of 
Passage to the High Court (clause 6). Clauses 7 and 8 regulate the 


Rules of the Supreme Court, with such modifications (if any) as may 
be necessary. ause 10 gives an appeal from the registrar to the 
judge, and clause 11 an hc in Nisi Prius matters from the judge 
of the court to the judge of assize. 
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Winding-up Forms and Practice. A Collection of Forms and 
Precedents, with Notes on the Law and Practice under the Com- 
panies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and the Rules thereunder. Second Edition. 
By Francis BEAUFORT PALMER, Barrister-at-Law, assisted by 
Frank Evans, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Students’ Precedents in Conveyancing. Collected and Arranged 
by James W. Ciark, M.A. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

The Institutes of Justinian, Illustrated by English Law. By 
JAMES WILLIAMS, B.C.L., M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. 
William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

The Rights and Duties of Trustees in Bankruptcy and under Deeds 
of Arrangement. By H. F. WREFoRD. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
STAMPS ON ASSIGNMENTS OF LIFE POLICIES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 
Sir,—While differiug like yourself from the opinion attributed to 
Sir Edward Clarke, may I be allowed also to question some of the 
arguments upon which you rest the contrary view? You differentiate 
the case of an unstamped assignment of a policy from that of an 
unstamped conveyance of land; but, beyond the fuct that a statutory 
liability is imposed for acting on the former, I fail to see any distinc- 
tion between the two cases, Surely the unstamped assignment 
effectually transfers the right from the assured to the assignee, and 
if duly stamped when tendered in evidence, must prevail over a sub- 
sequent assignment made at a time when the — remained un- 
stamped; just as a conveyance of land, originally unstamped and 
only stamped under ty immediately before being given in 
evidence, would prevail over a duly stamped conveyance of later date. 
But what moves me to write is your categorical statement that an 
unstamped conveyance of land cannot be set right by a new convey- 
ance properly stamped. I can only say that during a conveyancing 
experience of nearly fifty years I have known numerous instances in 
which stamp objections have been got over by letting the grantor 
make or concur in a new and duly stamped deed (sometimes even 
reciting the first deed and the fact of its being unstamped), and I do 
not remember so much as a doubt being suggested as to the efficacy 
or propriety of this plan. It is, therefore, somewhat startling to me 
to find it denounced as at once a nullity and a fraud! It is true that 
in such a case the second deed no estate, because the whole 
estate has passed already, but it not only — available evidence 
of the fact, but also operates, if need be, by way of estoppel. It 
seems only necessary to in mind the maxim “ De non apparentibus 
et de non existentibus eadem est ratio.” So long as a deed, whether 
grant of land or assignment of policy, remains unstamped it is non- 
apparent, and for the purposes of the courts must be treated as non- 
existent ; but when once stamping has rendered the deed visible it 
must be held to operate as though it had been so ab initiv. On this 
being done the second deed becomes needless, but until then it holds 
the field. 
I do not know that there is much in the shape of authority on the 
point, but Ex parte Birkbeck Freehold Land Society = Ch. D. 119) 
seems to recognize the practice as I have stated it. In that case Mr. 
Justice Pearson, who was himself not without experience as a con- 
veyancer, even went to the —_ of forcing such a conveyance upon 
an unwilling purchaser and ing him pay the costs. circum- 
stances, it is true, were somewhat special, and as a general rule a 
urchaser is no doubt, if he insists upon it, entitled to have all the 
Socnaniabe under which the vendor actually derives title duly stamped : 
see Whiting to Loomes (17 Ch. D. 10). In practice, however, I have 
usually found that a willing aser, with no reason to any 
intermediate dealings, will be ready to save his vendor’s pocket by 
accepting a new conve or release of the interest to which the 


unstam deed applies; and all I contend for is that he may 
generally do so with safety and propriety. L. W. L. 
July 4. 





VENDOR AND PURCHASER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—Can you favour me with your opinion on the following case 





powers of the presiding judge and of the —— of the court; and 
clause 9 provides for the application to the Court of Passage of the 


in your next issue? 
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A., a trustee, sold at auction, in one lot, three houses to B., a| be defaced, in indelible ink, by a hand stamp bearing the word™ 


married woman, subject to printed conditions, one of which provided 
that deeds relating to two or more lots should go to the highest pur- 
chaser, who should give the other purchasers the usual acknowledg- 
ment and undertaking, but, in the meantime, until all the lots were 
sold (if some were left unsold at the auction), purchasers should be 
entitled to production of the deeds, but not to an acknowledgment. 

B. then entered into a contract for sale of one house to C., and of 
the other two houses to D. 

The contract with C. imported, by reference, the printed con- 
ditions. 

I acted for C., and in due time prepared and sent a draft assign- 
ment as from B., containing an acknowledgment and undertaking 
by her. 

B.’s solicitors sent me a draft in different form, as an assignment 
from A. to C. with the consent of B., and containing an acknowledg- 
ment by A. of C.’s right to production of deeds, and requested me to 
adopt that form, as it would be a convenience if I did so: the con- 
venience, of course, would be the saving of the costs of a conveyance 
from A. to B. I acceded to the request on condition that B. should 
not be put to additional expense, and my condition was accepted. 

The draft was approved by A.’s solicitors, a well-known and Jeading 
firm in the City, who thereby, notwithstanding the provisions of the 
printed conditions, agreed to give me an acknowledgment. 

After they had so approved, B.’s solicitors struck out from the 
schedule two of the deeds, on the ground that they would be handed 
to D. This was done without the knowledge of A.’s solicitors. 

I objected to the excision, and engrossed the assignment as 
approved by A.’s solicitors, and sent it on to B.’s solicitors. They 
returned it for me to strike out the two deeds. I decline. B.’s soli- 
citors admit that they have no right to interfere on the point in 
question, yet they interfere by insisting that A.’s solicitors had no 
right to agree to give the acknowledgment, and they call in to their 
aid the solicitor for D., who is not a party to the assignment to B. 

I insist that if A.’s solicitors are willing to give my client the 
acknowledgment I ask for, and date my deed before the assignment 
to D., the two deeds in question will be bound, so far as my client is 
concerned, quite sufficiently for the purposes of production hereafter, 
and neither B. nor D. has any right to interfere, nor can either of 
them be prejudiced in the slightest degree. 

I have never heard such objection raised in any similar case during 
thirty years past, occupied in managing a large practice for a City 
firm and my own. 

But we live in days of change, and few now know where they are, 
or can with confidence say what the law is. 

Can B.’s solicitors insist on their contention? Can they by any 
eae compel my client to waive A.’s acknowledgment, and take 

.’s acknowledgment and undertaking, which is not asked for? If 
I insist on completion on the deed as approved by A.’s solicitors, can 
B. or D. refuse ? 


[We do not understand the right of B.’s solicitors to interfere 
in the matter ; but to be effectual the acknowledgment must be given 
by the person who actually has possession of the deeds at the time of 
execution of the conveyance, and this fact should govern the question 
who is to give the acknowledgment.—Eb. S. ./.] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
CANCELLATION OF STAMPS. 
Treasury Chambers, May 4, 1893. 

Order as to the Cancellation of Stamps by means of which fees and 
percentages are taken in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Whereas by an Order, dated the 4th day of July, 1884, made 
under section 26 of ‘‘ The Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1875,” 
upon the subject of the fees and percentages which are required to 
be taken in the Supreme Court of Judicature by means of stamps, 
it is, amongst other matters, provided, in regard to the cancellation 
of stamps, as follows, viz. :— 

‘“* The cancellation shall be effected in such manner as the Com- 
missioners of Inland Revenue shall from time to time direct. 

“It shall be obligatory on all officers of the Supreme Court 
charged with the duty of cancelling adhesive stamps to see that all 
such stamps, although obliterated by a written or printed cancella- 
tion, shall be afterwards cancelled by means of perforation.” 

And whereas it is now deemed expedient to resort to a different 
system of cancelling the said adhesive stamps :— 

Now we, the undersigned, being two of the Lords Commissioners 
of Her Majesty’s Treasury, do, with the concurrence of the Lord 
Chancellor, hereby give notice, and order and direct :— 

That from and after the Ist day of July next, the system of 
cancelling the said adhesive stamps which is now in force, shall be 
discontinued, and, in place thereof the said adbesive stamps shall each 


‘* cancelled’ and the date of cancelling. 
Dated this 4th day of May, 1893. 
THomas E. ELtis, 
W. A. M‘Arruor, 
Two of the Lords of Her Majesty’s Treasury, 
I concur in this Order, 
HERSCHELL, C. 





COMPANIES (WINDING-UP). 
Norice. 
By Order of the Lord Chancellor, dated July 10, 1893, the following 


(sitting as an Additional Judge in the Chancery Division) :— 
Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 

Prescott, Dimsdale, Cave, Tugwell, & Co., ld. (Plaintiffs) and G 
Newman, the House and Land Investment Trust, ld., the 
Allotment Co., the Liberator Permanent Benefit Building Society, the 
Real Estates Co., 1d., and George Newman & Co., ld. (defendants), 
1893 P 1,726. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
RAYSON v, SOUTH LONDON TRAMWAYS C0.—No. 1, 12th July. 
INGLY AND WILFULLY REFUSING TO PAY Farg—SuMMONS BEFORE Maau- 


TRATE—PENALTY—Tramwaxs Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 78), ss. 51, 
52. 


Motion by the defendants for judgment or a new trial in an action for ~ 


malicious prosecution tried before Grantham, J., anda jury. Ita 


ppeared — 
that the plaintiff, who was in the habit of travelling by the defendants’ ~ 
tramway from Chelsea Bridge to Clapham Junction, on the 17th of © 
September, 1892, travelled on the top of one of the defendants’ tramcars ~ 
from Chelsea Bridge intending to go to Clapham Junction. The plaintiff ~ 
gave the conductor a penny for her fare and received a ticket from him, ~ 


The ticket did not shew the distance which she was entitled to travel. 
The fare frem Chelsea Bridge to Clapham Junction had formerly beena 
penny, but shortly before the day in question the defendants had raised 
the fare to 14d., charging a penny from Chelsea Bridge to the Prince’s 
Head, and a penny from the Prince’s Head to Clapham Junction. The 
plaintiff did not know that the fare had been altered. Before the tram- 
car arrived at Clapham Junction an inspector in the employment of the 
defendants asked to see the plaintiff's ticket, and upon being shewn it 
demanded an additional penny, the fare from the Prince’s Head to 
Clapham Junction. The plaintiff, upon being informed that the fare for 
the whole distance was 1}d., offered to pay }d., which the inspector refused 
to accept. The defendants thereupon summoned the plaintiff at the 
police court for knowingly and wilfully refusing to pay the fare under 
section 51 of the Tramways Act, 1870, which imposes a penalty not 
exceeding 40s. for the offence. The magistrate dismissed the summons. 
Grantham, J., held that there was no reasonable and probable cause, and 
the jury found a verdict for the plaintiff, damages £150. The defendants 
contended that the proceedings before the magistrate were in the nature 
of civil and not criminal proceedings, and that, therefore, an action for 
malicious prosecution would not lie. 

Tur Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
motion. It was not necessary, they said, to express an opinion as to 
whether the action would lie even if the proce é 
proceedings. It was clear that the ture had prohibited by section 51 
what the defendants alleged that the plaintiff had done. It was a mis- 
demeanour, punishable in a summary way before a magistrate by & 
penalty. It was, therefore, a criminal offence, and the proce were 
criminal proceedings. Further, the plaintiff intended to take a journey 
from Che Bridge to Clapham Junction. The fare for that journey was 
13d. The plaintiff by mistake onl d id. The inspector, therefore, 
could only demand an addition , and, therefore, there was 20 
reasonable and probable cause for instituting the proceedings at the Raped 
court because the plaintiff would not pay 1d., which was an 
demand. The jury having found malice the verdict must stand= 
Counsen, C. A. Russell; Crump, Q.C., and W. E. Hume William. 
Soxicrrors, Ray § Miers; Wilkins, Blyth, Dutton, § Hartley. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re CLEVELAND SETTLED ESTATES—No. 2, 11th July. 


SerrLement—Rezat Estate—Power or Saiz or pant or Szrriep Estate” 


SITUATE IN CERTAIN CounTIEs—SaLe Mongys TO BE REINVESTED IN LANDS 
in ENGLAND on WaLes— Conversion —Inrzexim investment oF SAis 
Moneys 1n GovernmMENT Sgcurit1es—W1LL—TEsTATOR ENTITLED UNDER 
Trusts or Serr.eMENT TO REVERSION IN FEE EXPECTANT ON His DeatH 
witnovt Issuz — Dgatu wrruovt Issue—Srzciric Devise or SermuaD 
Estates IN sarp Counties—Dezvisre oy Resrpvary Reat anp Persomst 
EstarE—No SPECIFIC DISPOSITION OF THE INTERIM INVESTMENT — 
STRUCTION or Witt—Lorp Cranwortu’s Acr (23 & 24 Vict. c. b 





ss. 4, 7. 
Appeal from the decision of Kekewich, J. Under the trusts of a settle- 
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ment of the Cleveland Estates the fourth Duke of Cleveland was entitled | is here in question. If he really did mean to go 


to the settled estates for life, with remainder to his first and other sons in 

tail, with the ultimate reversion expectant on his death without issue, in 

himself in fee simple. He died without issue on the 21st of August, 1891 

having by his will, dated the 22nd of July, 1891, devised all the lands and 

hereditaments situated in the counties of Durham and Stafford and other 
named counties which at his death he should be entitled to, or have power 
to dispose of, for an estate in fee simple (all of which premises were 
thereinafter referred to as the Raby Estate), upon trust for certain bene- 
ficiaries by way of succession ; and the testator devised and bequeathed 
all the real and oe estate not otherwise d d of by his will 
which at his death he should be beneficially entitled to, upon trust in 
favour of certain other beneficiaries in succession. During the lifetime of 
the duke, but long prior to the date of his will, lands in the counties of 

Durham and Stafford forming part of the settled estates in those counties: 

had been sold under the powers of sale conferred by the Duke of Cleve- 
land’s Settled Estates Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vict. c. 1.), by the trustees of 
that Act. Section 2 of that Act enacted that the provisions of Lord 
Cranworth’s Act (23 & 24 Vict. c. 145) should extend to sales made under 
the private Act of 1867, and to all matters nent thereon. Section 4 
of Lord Cranworth’s Act enacted that moneys arising from the sale of 
Jands under that Act (if no indication as to the manner in which such 
moneys should be laid out was contained in the instrument containing the 

wer of sale) should be laid out in the purchase of other lands in Eng- 

nd or Wales, to be settled to the same uses to which the lands sold were 
or would have been subject ; and section 7 enacted that until the money 
to be received upon any sale under that Act should be of in the 
manner therein mentioned, the same should be invested for the benefit of 
the same parties who would be entitled to the lands to be hased there- 
with in case such purchase were then actually made. e lands in the 
counties of Durham and Stafford sold by the trustees under the private 
Act of 1867 produced a sum of £30,000; this sum had not been laid out in 
the purchase of other lands, but had been invested, and at the date of the 
testator’s death still remained invested, in Government securities. The 
testator, however, in his will made no specific disposition of this fund, nor 
did he in terms allude to it in his will. The present trustees of the private 
Act of 1867 took out an originating summons after the death of the 
testator to have it determined whether this fund of £30,000 d under 
the testator’s will as land to (1) the beneficial specific devisees of the Raby 
Estate ; or (2) to the residuary devisees; or (3) as money to the residuary 
legatees, who were the same persons as the residuary devisees. Kekewich, 
J., held that the fund belonged to the persons who, under the testator’s 
will, would have succeeded to the lands from which the £30,000 arose if 
such lands had not been sold, and that it therefore belonged to the bene- 
ficial specific devisees of the Raby Estate. The beneficiaries entitled 
under the will to the residuary real and personal estate appealed. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Lopes, and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. 

Linviey, L.J. (who delivered the judgment of Tue Covrr), said: We 
have here to consider, not whether the will has disposed of the fund, but 
which of several clauses in the will has most aptly described it. In Chandler 
v. Pocock (15 Ch. D. 491, 16 Ch. D. 648) the question was simply whether 
the will in that case had any application to the fund in question, and it 
was decided, both by Sir George Jessel and by the Court of Appeal, that 
ithad. We have to consider an entirely different question, and this fact 
must not be lost sight of in considering the observations made by Sir G. 
Jessel in the case referred to, and which observations were relied upon by 
the appellants’ counsel as conclusive in his favour. In the present case 
the question is, Who is under the will entitled to this fund of £30,000? 
Does it belong to the devisees of the estates in Staffordshire and Durham, 
or to the devisees of the testator’s real estate not otherwise disposed of, or 
to the legatees of his residuary personal estate? The learned judge has 
decided in favour of the devisees of the Staffordshire and Durham estates. 
He has declared that the money in question belongs to the person who, 
under the will of the testator, would have succeeded to the lands from 
which the.money arose if those lands had not been sold. Hence this 
appeal. The appellants contend that the moneys in question cannot be 
regarded as lands in the counties of Durham and Stafford, or either 
of them, which at the testator’s death he should be entitled to or 
have power to dispose of in fee simple. First, can the moneys be 
regarded as lands at all? We have no doubt they can. The trustees 
were bound to lay the moneys out in land, unless directed not to do 
80 by some person entitled to give such a direction. The testator ht 
have given such a direction by his will, or even prospectively in his 
lifetime, for, after his death without issue, he was master of the fund. 
But, in the absence of any indication of intention by him to treat the fund 
as personal estate, the fund ought to be regarded as Jand at the time of 
his death, and as land which he had power to dis of in fee. 
Notwithstanding the observations of Sir George Jessel in Chandler v. 
Pocock, money which a testator has not got into his own hands, and 
which he has no right to have in his own hands, and which is held 
upon trust for investment in land, is, in our opinion, to be treated 
as real estate, although, if he has power to dispose of such money, 
he can dispose of it either as land or money, as he may think 
right. The absence of any person after his death to require an invest- 
ment in land cannot be the real test of what it is in his lifetime. If he 
says nothing to the contrary, the money must be treated as if it were 
invested in land up to and at the time of his death. The older authorities, 
such as Guidot v. Guwidot (3 Atk. 254) and the decision of. Fry, J., 
in Re Greaves’s Settlement Trusts (23 Oh. D. 318), all shew this, and, bearing 
in mind the point which was before the court in Chandler v. Pocock, we do 
not feel at all clear that the late Master of the Rolls would have held that 


not agree with him. Treating the money, then, as land, the question is, 
; What land? The appellants contend that no particular locality can be 
attributed to this money, and that it cannot pass under the ere gre of 
land in a P pos me county. No doubt all land must be rit some- 
where, and money which may be laid out in land situate anywhere cannot 
have its locality fixed by reference to its future unknown —— 
But then it is s that, just as in Attorney-General v. Marquis 4 
Ailesbury (12 App. Cas. 672), was treated as the money with w 
it was bought, so here the money, until laid out in land, represents, 
and stands in the place of, and ought to be treated as the land which 
roduced it—i.e., as land locally situate where the land which produced 
t was. This reasoning is, in our opinion, unsatisfactory. e cannot 
ge ag Bog as a general proposition, that money which has to be laid 
out in land situate anywhere in or Wales will pass under a 
devise of lands in a particular county, even if the money arose from the 
sale of land in that county. We should have no difficulty in holding 
such to be the case if there was any indication of intention to that effect ; 
but in the will before us there is none. It is true that we are dealing 
with a case in which a portion of a settled estate has been cold, and 
the money arising from its sale is to be laid out in land to be bronght 
into the same settlement, and that such money may well be treated 
as land subject to the same settlement, and might well pass under 
any words which indicated an intention to pass the whole of the 
settled lands. But even after looking to the Act of Parliament which 
authorized the sale of the lands from which the money in question has 
arisen, and looking to the statutory destination of the money, and 
although we think it very likely that if the testator had had his attention 
called to this money he would have wished it to go with his =, Estates, 
the language of his will does not justify us in holding that it does so. 
There is property which exactly answers the testator’s own careful 
description ‘of his Raby Estates, and to hold that money which does not 
answer that description must be dealt with as if it did, would be to gk 
from well settled principles of construction. Those principles will be 
found expounded by Lord Cairns in Martineau v. —/ (23 W. BR. 889), 
and by Earle, L.0.J., in Webber v. Stanley (16 0. B. N.S. 698), to which 
may be added Homer v. Homer (8 Ch. D. 758). All of these are striking 
instances of the rigidity of the rule which precludes a court, when con- 
struing a will, from on to an intention not expressed by a tes- 
tator, and which cannot extracted from his language, when that lan- 
guage is clear in itself, and is es to some subject matter 
with which the testator was dealing. money here is not described by 
the language applicable to the Raby Estates, and it is described by 
the language applicable to the residuary estate. For these reasons we are 
of opinion that the money in question must be treated as real estate, and 
included in the testator’s pak ramen devise of his real estate.—CounssL, 
Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Ashworth James; Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., 
Warmington, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce ; Kenyon Parker ; Beaumont, So.ictrors, 
Williams § James ; Trower, Freeling, § Parkin ; Finch, Jennings, § Finch. 
[Reported by M. J. Brake, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re WHITE (an Infant)—Chitty, J., 11th July. 
Inrant—Cvstropy—AFFIDAvit BY INFANT. 


This case involved the usual contest between the Roman Catholic and 
Protestant friends of an infant for his custody. The infant, a boy under 
thirteen, made an affidavit in support of the respondents, with whom he 


resided. 
Currry, J., refused to look at the affidavit.—Counsgn, Byrne, Q C., and 


Stokes ; Upjohn. Soxscrrors, Fooks, Chadwick, § Co. ; Grundy § Co. 
[Reported by G. Row.anp Axstox, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re DAVERON, BOWEN v. CHURCHILL—Chitty, J., 6th July. 


Witt—Trvst ror SALE vorp ror Remorenzss—Girt or Procerps to Cass 
ASCERTAINABLE WITHIN THE LIMITs OF THE Rue aGaAmnst Perpsrvurrizs— 


Vaurpity or Girr— Conversion. 
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Unless there was something to alter the effect of that gift as it stood it was 
a gift to a person in being, if living forty-nine years after the testator's 
death, but if dead before that time then to her children. This was per- 
fectly good. Whether the word ‘‘issue’’ was general or not, the class 
would be ascertained at the latest at the death of the granddaughter. In 
the result, so far as the objects of the testator’s bounty were concerned, 
the rule against perpetuities was ratisfied. But could his lordship give 
effect to the testator’s intention? He had made an invalid trust for sale. 
Now a trust to sell and pay the proceeds to a named person, A., conferred 
in equity the whole beneficial title on A. A. could stop the sale. It was 
plain aleo in the case of a trust to sell and pay the proceeds to A., B., and 
C. in certain shares, that A., B., and C. in combination could stop the sale. 
His lordship mentioned this to shew that equity regarded the substance of 
the transaction. Again, where there was a trust for sale, and no gift of 
the intermediate rents until sale, they would go, so long as the sale was 
postponed, on the same trusts as were directed of the income of the pro- 
ceeds of sale. His lordship was conscious that what he had stated as to 
the effect of a trust for sale was not absolutely conclusive as to the point 
he had to decide. But while admitting that the question was one of 
difficulty, it appeared to him that, acting on equitable principles, and look- 
ing at the tubstance of the rule against perpetuities, he was justified in 
holding that, though the trust for sale could not take effect, the testator’s 
intention could be carried into operation in favour of the objects of his 
bounty. It was right to take a broad view. The argument that the tes- 
tator intended the property to be taken as personalty was insuffictent to 
displace this conclusion. The doctrine of election for reconversion shewed 
that the court did allow persons to take property in a different character 
from that which the testator intended. In his opinion the trust for sale 
was void, but there was a valid trust of the property in its unconverted 
state for the persons who would have taken the proceeds of sale, and there 
was no reason for refusing to give effect to the will on account of the rule 
against perpetuities.—Covnsri, Fariell, Q.C., and Swinfen Eady; Byrne, 
Q.C., and John Henderson ; Burleigh Muir and Geo. Hart ; Archibald Allen 
and WW. H. Gover; Vernon R. Smith; E. W. Martelli. Sottcrrors, Burgess 
§ Cosens ; Turner, Rodgers, § Myatt; A. A. Timbrell ; T. Wilkinson. 


[Reported by G. Rowtanp Axston, Barrister-at-I.aw. } 


GREENHILL v. NORTH BRITISH AND MERCANTILE INSURANCE CO. 
—Stirling, J., 5th July. 
Marrrep WomAN—AGREEMENT TO SETTLE Wire's Proprrry—REvVERSION- 
ARY INTEREST IN PERSONALTY NOT WITHIN Matutns’ Act—Sg&tTrLeEMENT 
EXECUTED BY HusRAND ALONE—ELECTION TO CONFIRM SETTLEMENT. 


This was an action brought to obtain payment of the amount due on a 
— effected with the defendant company on the life of one Benjamin 
arber, who died on the 21st of November, 1891. The plaintiffs claimed 
under a charging order dated the 2nd of September, 1885. The defendant 
company bad paid the amount to the Provident Permanent Benefit Building 
Society, who claimed to be assignees of the policy. The question was 
whether this payment was justified. Sarah Smith, widow, being beneficially 
entitled to the policy in question as well as to other property both real and 
rsonal, in 1853 married Alfred Greenhill. An agreement for the settle- 
ment of all the property, including the policy, was come to between the 
parties, and a memorandum in writing of such agreement was made and 
signed before the marriage by Mr. Greenhiil, but not by Mrs. Greenhill. 
In November, 1853, Mr. Greenhill alone executed the settlement. In 
March, 1854, Mr. and Mrs. Greenhill, by deed indorsed on the settlement 
and duly acknowledged by the lady, assigned amongst other things the 
policy to trustees upon the trusts of the settlement. Mrs. Greenhill then, 
in exercise of a power in the settlement, mortgaged the policy to secure 
certain advances, and subsequently took proceedings to redeem the mort- 
gage. She, consequently, after the marriag, eacted on the agreement and 
took the benefit of it. Her interest in the policy was at the time of the 
marriage and throughout her coverture reversionary, and as she acquired 
it under her first husband’s will, which was made before the 31st of 
December, 1857, Malins’ Act (20 & 21 Vict. c. 57) was inapplicable, and 
the deed of March, 1854, was ineffectual to bind it. For the plaintiffs it 
was contended that Mrs. Greenhill could not elect to confirm the settle- 
ment, and Seaton v. Seaton (36 W. R. 865, 13 App. Cas. 61) was relied on as 
being inconsistent with Barrow v. Barrow (6 W. R.714, 4 K. & J. 409), and 
Wilder v. Piggott (31 W. R. 377, 22 Ch. D. 263); and it was further con- 
tended that there was no case of election, because Mr. Greenhill had 
brought no property into the settlement. For the defendant it was argued 
that Mrs. Greenhill was, under the circumstances, bound by the settle- 
ment, and that the cases were not inconsistent with one another. 
Sririixe, J., after stating the facts, said that the question arose whether 
Mrs. Greenhill had, by acting on the contract and taking the benefit of it, 
become bound in equity to perform it. In Barrow v. Barrow it was held 
that a married woman, by obtaining a decree for specific performance of a 
covenant in an ante-nuptial settlement relating to her real estate, made 





when she was an infant, had elected so as to bind in equity her interest in | 


the real estate, and had become herself bound to carry the whole settle- 
ment into effect. It did not appear to be necessary for the purpose of making 
the election that the married woman should, in such a case, institute legal 


proceedings ; it would seem to be enough that she should unequivocally | 


claim the benefit of the settlement: see Williams v. Baily (L. R. 2 Eq. 


731, 15 W. R. Ch. Dig. 45) and Smith v. Lucas (30 W. R. 451, 18 Ch. D. | 


531). In Wilder v. Piggott it was held by Kay, LJ., that a married 


woman who, after attaining twenty-one, executed an acknowledged deed | 


confirming a settlement made by her while an infant, had elected to 
c»nfirm it, and that a contingent reversionary interest in personalty, which 
she was incompetent to deal with under Malins’ Act, became thus bound 
by the settlement. It was said that this conflicted with the decision of 





| tenant-in-tail in possession. 


a reversionary trust in personalty to which the lady was entitled under a 
will which came into operation before the passing of Malins’ Act, and 
reliance was placed upon the observations of the present Lord Chan. 


cellor, who said at page 73: ‘‘If she [the lady] could not by deed, bh 


however solemnly executed, dispose directly during her coverture of 
her reversionary interest, I am quite at a loss to understand how 
by any estoppel or actings or otherwise she can be held indirectly to 
have disposed of it.’’ In that case, however, the House of Lords wags 
dealing with a post-nuptial settlement; and it was decided that the 
Infants’ Settlement Act, though it removed the disability of infancy, did 
not remove the disability of coverture. In his lordship’s opinion, neither 
the decision in Seaton vy. Seaton nor the observations of the Lord Chancellor 
were inconsistent with what was laid down by Kay, L.J., in Wilder y, 
Piggott, which was cited in the argument in Seaton v. Seaton, but was not 
overruled or dissented from. In the pre:ent case an agreement for a 
settlement had been come to before the marriage of Mr. and Mrs. Green- 
hill, and but for the provisions of the Statute of Frauds that agreement 
would have been completely binding on all parties. The statute prevented 
any action being brought on the agreement against Mrs. Greenhill, 
although she might have brought an action to enforce it against her 
husband. She did not bring an action, but by her acts she recognized the 
agreement and elected to have the benefit of it. To such a state of things 
the principles laid down in Barrow v. Barrow and Wilder v. Piggott appeared 
to his lordship to have application. The argument that there was here no 
case of election because the husband had brought no property into settle- 
ment was met by the observations of the Vice-Chancellor in Burrow y, 
Barrow, in which case the only property settled belonged to the wife. In 
the present case the agreement was to settle the wife’s property upon 
herself for life, with remainder as she should by deed or will appoint, and 
in default of appointment for her children, and if there should be none for 
her husband. The benefits thus secured to the children of the marriage 
and to the husband constituted the consideration for which he gave up his 
life estate in Mrs. Greenhill’s real estate and his right to her personal 
estate which might fall into possession during the coverture. Under these 
circumstances the Provident Society had acquired a good title to the policy, 
and the action must be dismissed.—CounsgL, Hastings, Q.C., and Church ; 
Buckley, QC., and F. Thompson. Soxtcrrors, Prior, Church, § Adams; 
Bircham § Co. 
[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re ANTHONY, ANTHONY v. ANTHONY—Kekewich, J., ist July. 


ADMINISTRATION — LANDS Or ‘T'ENANT-IN-TAIL DELIVERED IN EXECUTION UNDER 

Writ or Evecrr —Estares Tat 1n REMAINDER—EXONERATION—1 & 2 Vier, 

c. 110, s. 13. 

In 1885 certain lands to which the testator, a judgment debtor, was 
believed to be entitled in fee simple were delivered in execution by virtue 
of a writ of elgit to judgment creditors. By his will the testator 
specifically devised these lands to W. H. A, who survived the testator 
and died intestate, leaving H. W. A. his heir-at-law. The testator died 
without issue in 1890, and in the administration of his estate it was 
decided by the court (see Re Anthony, Anthony v. Anthony, 40 W. R. 316; 
1892, 1 Ch. 450) that the case came within Locke King’s Acts, and that 
the devisee was not entitled to have the land exonerated out of the 
personal estate. It was subsequently discovered that, as to some of these 
lands, the testator was tenant-in-tail in possession, not tenant in fee, and 
that, on his death without issue, they passed under the original settlement 
to W. H. A., and, on his death, to H. W. A. as his issue in tail. By 
section 13 of 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110 a writ of e’egit is binding against all 
‘* persons whom he [the debtor] might, without the assent of any other 
person, cut off and debar from any remainder, reversion, or other interest.” 
This was a summons by the plaintiff, an executor and one of the residuary 
legatees under the testator’s will, asking that H. W. A. might be ordered 
to execute a disentailing assurance of the lands of which the testator was 
The creditors had been paid out of the 
personal estate, and the plaintiff sought to succeed to their rights against 
the land. 

Kexewicn, J., refused the application with costs, holding that his 
former judgment was inapplicable to those lands of which the testator had 
been discovered to be tenant-in-tail.—Counset, Vernon Smith; 0. E. £. 
Jenkins; Warrington, Sotrcrrors, Patersons, Snow, Bloram, § Kinder, for 
Gayton § Hare, Much Hadbam ; Shaen, Roscoe, § Co. ; Torr, Janeways, § Co., 
for Anthony & Imlach, Liverpool. 

[Reported by Arnoip Grover, Barrister-at-Law.} 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re QUEENSLAND NATIONAL BANK—Vaughan Williams, J., 8th July: 


Company—Winpinc up—Scueme or ARRANGEMENT— CREDITORS ABROAD— 
Mertinc—Proxres—Jomt-Strock Companres ArraNncement Act, 1870 
(33 & 34 Vicr. c. 104), s. 2. 

A winding-up order having been made in this case, an application was 
made that the court should direct a meeting of the creditors in England 
with a view to their agreeing to a scheme of arrangement. The company 
had offices both in England and Australia. No winding-up order 
been made in Australia, but the court having jurisdiction in that country 
had ordered meetings of creditors to be held in both countries to consider § 
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the House of Lords in Seaton v. Seaton, where it was held that a post. 7 
nuptial settlement made by an infant married woman and her husband ~ 
under the provisions of the Infants’ Settlement Act, 1855, did not bind | 
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Vaveran Wits, J., refi to Re The English, Scottish, and 
Australian Chartered Bank, said that there was only one liquidation in that 
case, Which was in England, and in such a case every creditor was entitled 
to be heard at the meeting wherever he resided; but where there were 
several liquidations in different countries, it might be that only the 
creditors in each country were entitled to be at a held in 
that country.—CounsgL, Buckley, Q.C., and Bramwell Davis ; R. J. Parker ; 
Chadwyck Healey, Q.C., and C, £. E. Jenkins, Soxscrrors, Powell ¢ Burt ; 
Longbourne, Stevens, § Co. ; Murray, Hutchins, Stirling, § Murray. 

[Reported by V. pz S. Fowxs, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
BLAKE v. MARRIAGE—5th July. 


ConveyANce—Restrictive OovENANT—PaivaTe Dw8LLInG-HOUSsEs — 
StTaBLE—INJUNCTION. 


In this action the plaintiff claimed an injunction restraining the defend- 
ant from permitting a stable to remain on a plot of land at Croydon, or 
erecting thereon any buildings except private dwelling-houses, and 

es for breach of a covenant contained in an indenture of convey- 
ance of the plot of land from the plaintiff to the defendant of the 20th of 
April, 1892. The covenant was that not more than two houses should be 
erected upon the land, and that the cost of each house should not be less 
than £200, and that no buildings should be erected on the said plot of land 
except private dwelling-houses, and that no part of the said plot of land 
should be used for any purpose other than as gardens to such dwelling- 
houses. The defendant had erected a stable upon the land, and it was 
alleged by the plaintiff that this constituted a breach of the covenant. 
The defendant contended that the stable was suitable for a dwelling-house 
which he intended to erect upon the land. Doe v. Collins (2 T. R. 498), 
Hibbert v. Acton Local Board (5 Times L. R. 274), Steele v. Midland Railway 
Go. (L. R. 1 Ch. 275), and Bowes v. Law (L. R. 9 Eq. 636) were cited. 

Bruce, J., in the course of a considered judgment, said :—The 

defendant in his evidence stated that he intended to build a dwelling- 
house on the land in question, at an expenditure of £600, and that the 
stable he built was suitable for such a house. He intended the house 
for his own occupation, and he intended to use the stable as an appurte- 
nance to the house when built. I believe his statement, and I think I 
ought not to order the stable to be removed. The covenant that no build- 
ings shall be erected on the land, except private dwelling-houses, does not, 
I think, prevent the erection of such outbuildings as are ordinarily 
appurtenant to private dwelling-houses. A mhouse, & summerhouse, 
a garden toolhouse, or a stable, if used in connection with the dwelling- 
house and for the convenience of the occupiers of the dwelling-house, 
may, I think, be regarded as forming part of the dwelling-house within 
the meaning of the covenant. A difficulty has arisen in this case because 
the stable was erected before any dwelling- house was erected ; but if the 
fact is once established, as I think in this case it is, that the stable was 
intended to be used for private purposes in connection with the dwelling- 
house which it is intended to erect on the land, I think it does not in 
substance matter whether the stable or the dwelling-house was first 
erected. Buta further difficulty has arisen from the fact that when the 
defendant erected the stable he used it for a time for horses and a cart 
which were employed by him in his trade as a builder. Although that user 
was temporary only, I think that it constituted a breach of the covenant. 
The covenant means that the land shall be used for the ee of a 
private dwelling-house, and not for any purposes of trade; therefore it was 
not competent to the defendant to use the stable, even temporarily, for the 
purposes of trade. I think that I ought to refuse the injunction asked 
for to restrain the defendant from permitting the stable to remain on the 
land, and that I ought to grant a declaration that the defendant is entitled 
to use the land and the buildings thereon for the purpose of erecting on 
the land private dwelling-houses and buildings appurtenant thereto, and 
for doing all things reasonably nevessary for the erection of such dwelling- 
houses and buildings, and that I ought to grant an injunction restraining 
the defendant from using otherwise than as aforesaid the buildings on 
the land, except as private dwelling-houses or as appurtenant thereto, 
and from using the land otherwise than as aforesaid, except for private 
dwelling-houses and buildings appurtenant thereto, or as gardens to such 
dwelling-houses. His lordship aseessed the damages for the breach of 
covenant at £15, and gave tolgneah accordingly.—CounssL, Dodd, Q.0., 
and Eastwick; Shee, Q.O.,and H. L. Manby. Souscrrors, Prior, Church, 
§ Adams, for Dirummonds, Robinson, $ Till, Croydon; J. P. Murrough. 


{Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. } 


CHANCELLOR v. WEBSTER—th July. 


Lanpiorp ann Tenant—Ixiecat Disrress—D1sTREss LEVIED AFTER JUDG- 
MENT OBTAINED POR ARREARS OF Runt—Mencer. 


This was an action for damages for wrongful distress for rent. The 
facts were shortly as follows: By a lease granted in 1887 the defendant 
demised a house in Piccadilly to the plaintiff for a term of seven years 
from the 25th of March, 1887, at a rent of £200. On the 24th of June, 
1892, three quarters’ rent were owing by the plaintiff to the defendant. 
The defendant brought an action to recover these arrears, and obtained 
judgment on the 26th of July, 1892. After that judgment was signed the 
defendant distrained upon the premises for the same arrears of rent, and 
seized and sold goods of the plaintiff’. The tiff then brought this 
action, claiming as damages double the value of the goods seized (under 2 


ground that when it was made the debt for rent due was merged in the 
judgment, and that there was, therefore, no rent due in respect of which 
distress could be levied. In of the tiff’s case Blackstone’s 
Commentaries, Book III., Chap. 1, Gage v. Acton (1 Salk. 325), and Davis v. 
(hea tas contd ealy being shouwh «Sister @ © Maid of tolien, Ea 
ju nt could o & merger a ac 

the sight of distress as s menne of recovering rent was a remedy without 
action, and could not be —— in the judgment: Buller’s Nisi Prius, R 
182, Popple v. Sylvester (22 Ch. D. 98), Ex parte Fewings, Re Sneyd ( 
Ch. D. 338). 

Braver, J., delivered a considered judgment in favour of the plaintiff. 
nner): See aah eaalahe t-tediein waned tated ; 
and that the distress was illegal. The claim to recover double the 
of the goods distrained could not be sustained because it had been 
that they were not the tiff’ s —_. His lordship gave jud 
the plaintiff for £100—the value of the goods being assessed at 2 
the damages for loss of business at £15.—Counset, Kemp, Q.0., 
Hammond-Chambers ; A. G. M‘Intyre. Soxtcrrons, Crosse § Sons ; Chi 
§ Co. 


mle 


| Reported by T. R. C. Dri, Barrister-at-Law. | 


HANNAY AND OTHERS v. SMURTHWAITE AND OTHERS—30th June. 


Practice—Jormper or Pramrirrs—Serarate Causes or Action—Dovsr 
in wHom Ricut Ltres—Rigut or ALi To Jorn—R. 8. C., XVI., 1. 


Appeal from an order made by Mathew, J., at chambers, refusing to 
strike out of the action several plaintiffs who had joined together in — 
the defendants. The action was brought by some sixteen plaintiffs, 
the statement of claim alleged that the plaintiffs were shippers and con- 
signees of various lots of bales of cotton, shipped in the defendants’ 
steamship Castleton, at Galveston in Texas, for Liverpool. The ship duly 
arrived in Liverpool and the greater part of these bales of cotton was 
duly delivered to the co thereof, and as to these there was no 
dispute; but, as the plaintiffs — the defendants wholly failed to 
deliver the remaining portions, the plaintiffs have lost the value 
thereof. The whole of the bales of cottsn forming the cargo had all been 
duly marked, but at the time they arrived in Liverpool the marks on a 
certain number had been obliterw and it could not then be discovered 
to whom of the various consignees the various unmarked bales belonged. 
These consignees, who had short delivery of their bales and to whom pre- 
sumedly the unmarked bales joined in bringing the present 
action, claiming in all the sum of £287 in respect of thirty-three bales 
short, the marks on which were obliterated. The number of bales short 
and the marks on each bale as claimed by the several plaintiffs were set 
out in the statement of claim. The defendants stated in their defence 
that the bills of 1 , if any, provided that the carriers should not be 
liable for, amongst o , insufficiency or absence of marks, cr for 
accidental obliteration thereof ; and they said that, if any of the said bales 
of cotton were not delivered, the non-delivery was ca’ by the oblitera- 
tion of all the marks thereon, so that the defendants could not 
to whom the individual unmarked bales belonged. The defendants also 
stated in their defence that they had tendered to the plaintiffs, before 
action, eighteen unmarked bales, but the plaintiffs refused to accept the 
same. A summons was taken out before the Liverpool District Registrar 
to have all the plaintiffs struck out except one. This summons was 
referred to the j at chambers, and Mathew, J., at chambers, refused 
to make an order to strike out any of the plaintiffs, being of opinion that 
they could all be joined under ord. 16, r. 1, and that the defendants were 
not embarrassed thereby. The defendants now appealed, asking for an 


of action, if any, being on — contracts: 

jointly with each other. Ord. 16, r. 1 : ** All persons may be 
joined as plaintiffs in whom the right to any relief claimed is to 
exist, whether jointly, severally, or in the alternative,”’ &c. the 
plaintiffs it was now contended that the parties were alt joined 
as plaintiffs in the action, as it was uncertain which has right of 


action, and therefore the case was clearly within the words of the rule 
that the plaintiffs were entitled to sue or in the alternative. 
The following cases were referred to:—Booth v. Briscoe (25 W. R. 838, 2 
Q. B. D. 496), Gort v. Rowney (34 W. R. 696, 17 Q. B. D. 625), Arnison 
v. Smith (37 W. R. 405, 41 Ch. D. 89), Sandes v. Wildsmith (1893, 1 
Q. B. 771). 


Day, J.—I am clearly of opinion that this appeal should be allowed, 
and ek ke ones fete Se eo nee ae ng 

re shi by a particular or a particular voyage, on 
Be clay ore chiitiwated and there was a difference between the number 


action 
i eek deste SSS Se join to bring their action together under 
the rule, which says 
to any relief claimed 





good 
Will. & Mary, cap. 5). He alleged that the distraint was illegal, on the ' had shipped corn, another cotton, and so on. 


the alternative.” Itis clear 

the right arising out of one transaction—one the same right— and, 

whether joint or several, it must be # right arising out of one transaction. 

I am fortified in this conclusion by the words of the rule “ the right to 

any relief,” not “the to every relief.’’ Here there is no com- 

munity of interest, and it is true that these persons ship 
3 to r or in common, the is precisely the same as if one 
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sue as to his own bill of lading, and each person has a several right if he 
has any right at all. Again, the defences may be separate, and there is no 
community either of action or defence. This being the case, is it rearon- 
able that this rule should be strained so as to include the present case? I 
see no reason whatever for so straining it, and I think this case is nota 
case within the rule. Moreover, the authorities all go to support this view. 
The first case relied on, the case of Booth v. Briscoe, is a case of an entirely 
different character. That case is binding upon us, but it is a case wholly 
distinguishable from the present, not only in point of form, but in point 
of substance. The next case was the case of Gort v. Rowney, and the 
eee there laid down shew clearly that the decision in Booth v. Briscoe 

not at all applicable to a case like the present. I think—if I may be 
allowed to say so—that Bowen, L.J., there put a very correct interpreta- 
tion on Booth v. Briscoe. The last case was the case Sandes v. Wildsmith, 
where Wills, J., reviews all the cases in a way that isto my mind perfectly 
satisfactory. Booth v. Briscoe is no authority at all for joining plaintiffs 
who have such rights as are claimed by the plaintiffs in this case. I am 
of opinion, therefore, that this appeal should be allowed. 

Cottrs, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Covunsgt, 7. G. Carver; Big- 
ham, Q.C., and Pickford. Sotictrors, Wynne, Holme, § Wynne, for H. 
Forshaw § Hawkins, Liverpool ; Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., for Hill, Dickinson, 
$ Co., Liverpool. 

{Reported by Sir Suzrstoy Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re THE LONDOW PROVIDENT BUILDING SOCIETY, MORGAN'S 
CASE—1ith July. 


Burtpine Socrety—Winpinc urp—ApvaNnceD Mempers— Liapiity as 
ConTRIRUTORIES. 


In this case the appellants, the London Provident: Building Society, 
appealed against an order of the judge of the City of London Court 
expunging the names of the respondents from the list of contributories in 
the winding up of the society. The society was a building society incor- 
+g in August, 1875, and registered under the Building Societies Act, 

874. ‘The shares were £10 each, and the society consisted of two classes of 
members—viz., (1) members who held unadvanced shares, and (2) advanced, 
or borrowing, members, who had obtained advances on their shares and 
given mortgages to the society to secure repayment of such advances in the 
manner required by the rules of the society. On the 23rd of September, 
1892, a resolution for the voluntary winding up of the society was 
paseed, and by an order of the City of London Court, dated the 10th of 
October, 1892, the winding up was continued, subject to the supervision 
of the court, and a liquidator was appointed. ‘There were outside creditors 
of the society. The respondents were, at the date of the liquidation, 
holders of fifty ‘‘ advanced’? shares which had been allotted to them in 
1891, and in respect of which they had executed a mortgage, dated the 
22nd of August, 1891, of certain freehold property in favour of the society. 
The reepondents had paid all instalments due on the mortgage up to the 
date of the winding up, but as the repayments were spread over a period 
of twenty-one years, the majority of the instalments remained till 
unpaid. The liquidator placed the names of the respondents on the list 
of contributories in the winding up in respect of the instalments due from 
them, and the judge of the City of London Court made an order removing 
their names from the list of contributories, and from that order the society 

ied. The appeal was argued on the 28th of April and the 18th of 

y, and, at the conclusion of the arguments, the court reserved judg- 


ment. 
July 11.—Tue Covrr (Bruce and Kennepy, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Kewnnepy, J., read a written judgment, in which he said that as the rules of 
the society were in what might be called the ordinary form, it was not neces- 
sary to refer to them in detail. Rule 43 contained the usual provision for 
the redemption of his security by an advanced member. The legal position 
of the respondents as advanced members of the society was as follows :— 
In the first place, they were not merely debtors of the society. In Brownlie 
v. Russell (8 App. Cas. 235) Lord Watson said that ‘‘ an advance under the 
statute and under these rules does not mean a loan by the society upon the 
security of the shares ; it signifies this, that the society pay to the memiber 
by anticipation the amount of his shares upon receiving in return certain 
considerations which are fixed by the rules.’’ So long as the society was a 
going concern the society could claim no more in the shape of payments 
the society had stipulated for in the indenture of mortgage made 
under the rules, and upon completion of the stipulated payments as and 
at the times fixed by the mortgage deed, or upon redemption of the mort- 
gage under rule 43, the respondents were entitled to say that they had 
discharged all their liability as members. But a winding up supervened. 
What was the position of the respondents then? It seemed to him that 
in a case such as this, where there were outside creditors, that the liquida- 
tor was right in placing the advanced shareholders who had not redeemed 
upon the of contributories. Their liability under the mortgage and 
under the rules remained in large measure undischarged. They had not 
redeemed their security. They were entitled to do so still, and if they did 
e0 their liability would be extinguished. But until that was done (at all 
events while any outside creditor remained unpaid) they were %rod 
included in the list. Re Doncaster Permanent Building Society (LL. R. 3 Eq. 
159) was a distinct authority in point. It was true that the society in 
that case was not a society under the Act of 1874, but his lordship did not 
see that that fact affected ite applicability. In the next place, and that 
was the oe which was keenly contested in the course of the argument, 
he thought that it was equally clear that the effect of the winding up in 
this case was to compel the respondents to repay presently the amount 
which was still due upon the advances, so that the sum in respect of which 
they were liable to contribute was the amount of the instalments of prin- 
tipal and interest provided for by the mortgage deed and still unpaid, regard 





being had in its calculation to the terms of rule 43. That was the fair result 


of the two cases in the House of Lords to which much reference had been 
made—Brownlie v. Russell (8 App. Cas. 235) and Tosh v. North British Building 
Society (11 App. Cas. 489). It was, indeed, difficult to see how the winding 
up could be effected if the view of the respondents were to prevail, for 
that view would necessitate the keeping open of the liquidation until the 
termination of the twenty-one ’ period fixed by the mortgage. The 
suggestion made on their behalf, that the liquidator might sell the society's 
right to receive the monthly instalments and interest as provided by the 
deed, did not appear to afford a practical solution of the difficulty. 
His lordship added, as an alleviation of the suggested hardship in this 
case, although it was not necessary to decide the point, that he was 
disposed to think that the liquidator, before he could enforce against the 
respondents a claim for pepnent of the unpaid balance, would have to 
give them the six months’ notice which, if they had sought to redeem, 
they would have had to give under rule 43. 
fore, the decision appealed from was wrong, and the ap 
to the order asked for—namely, this court being of opinion that from and 
after the date of the winding-up order the respondents, as advanced 
members, were liable to pay to the society such sum as would, under the 
rules of the said society, and the instalments already paid by them in 


For the reasons given, there- 


respect of the said advance being taken into account, entitle them to :— 


call for a redemption of their security, and that on payment of such sum 
the respondents would be free from all liability as contributories or 
otherwise of the said society or the liquidator thereof. 

Bruce, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Covnset, Dodd, Q.C., and 
Ribton ; Muir Mackenzie and Lincoln Reed. Sortcrrons, Edward Lee § Davis ; 
Hatchett-Fones § Co. 


{Reported by F. O, Rosryson, Barrister-at-Law. } 


HADDON v. MORTON—11th July. 


County Court —Prontertion — ARANDONMENT OF Excess or CLAIM OVER 
£50—County Covrtrs Act, 1888, s. 81. 


This was a motion on behalf of the defendant to set aside an order made 
by Collins, J., in chambers, refusing to issue a writ of prohibition to the 
judge of the Wandsworth County Court. The action was commenced in 
that court to recover £50 arrears due under a covenant in a deed of separa- 
tion entered into by the defendant and the plaintiff, the latter being trustee 
for the defendant’s wife. At the time the action was brought there wasin 
fact £54 due, and the defendant applied ex parte to the judge in chambers 









4 
ee 


nt was entitled . = 


and obtained a summons for a writ of prohibition to issue, on the ground — a 


that the plaintiff, by suing for £50 when £54 was in fact due, was in effect 
dividing his cause of action contrary to section 81 of the County Courts 
Act, 1888, inasmuch as there had been no express abandonment of the 
excess entered on the particulars as required by ord. 6, r. le, of the County 
Court Rules, 1889. Between the service of the summons and the return 
day of it the plaintiff amended the sepa under ord. 14, r, 13, by 
entering thereon the abandonment of the excess. The judge in chambers 
therefore refused to issue the writ of prohibition, and the defendant now 
moved to set aside his order. 

Tue Court (Cave and Waicut, JJ.) dismissed the motion. 

Cave, J., said that the decision of the judge in chambers was right. 


The plaint, by which £50 was claimed, was perfectly regular in form, 
and the defendant ought to have ap ed and shewn that in reality £54 
was due. If that had been done the case of Jsaac v. Wyld (7 Ex. 163) 


would have been directly in point, and the excess might have been aban- 
boned at the hearing. In that case Parke, B., held that there was no 
articular time at which the abandonment should be made, that it might 
done at the trial, but he suggested that it was better that it ehould be 
done before the hearing, so as to avoid the trouble and expense to the 
defendant of having to attend the county court in order to compel the 
laintiff to abandon the excess. Then ord. 14, r. 13, of the County Court 
ules provided that particulars might be amended ‘‘ at any time ’’ before 
the return day, and the judge might adjourn the trial if he thought the 
defendant had bad no ss peda of dealing with a new state of things 
presented by the amended particulars. In tkis case there was no reason 
for disallowing the amendment. The defendant could not be injured by 
it or require further time, for no new matter was introduced. 
amendment was properly made at such a time as would prevent the necessity 
of an application to amend at the trial. There was not any excess of 
jurisdiction, and no ground for the application of a writ of prohibition. 
Waieut, J., concurred.—Counss1, Horace Browne, C. Lacy Smith. Soxtct- 
tors, Doyle; A. Pope, for H. Jones, Wandsworth. 


[Reported by F. O. Rosrxsox, Barrister-at-Law. | 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 12th inst., Mr. W. F. Blandy (Reading) in the chair. The other directors 
present were Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, H. Morten Cotton, Robert Cunliffe, 
Grantham R. Dodd, William Geare, Samuel Harris (Leicester), John 
Hunter, J, H. Kays, Frank R. Parker, Richard Pidcock (Woolwich) 
Sidney Smith, R. W. Tweedie, Frederic F. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott 
Lsengsein il sum of £485 was distributed in grants of relief, seventeen 
new members were admitted to the association, and other general business 
was transacted. 
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THE DEBTORS ACT. 


Tux following is the report of the Select Committee of the House of 
Lords appointed to inquire into the subject of committals under the 
Debtors Act, and to report thereon to the House :— 

1. The committee think it unnecessary to enter upon the of the 
old law of imprisonment for debt which, with certain —_ ions not 
revelant to this inquiry, was abolished by the 4th section of the Act of 


1869. 

2. The subject-matter referred to them for consideration will be found 
in the 5th section, which enacts that, subject to certain provisions and 
to prescribed rules, any court may commit to prison for a term not 
exceeding six weeks, or until payment of the sum due, any person who 
makes default in payment of any debt or instalment of any debt due from 
him in pursuance of any order or judgment of that or = other compet- 
ent court, provided (among other things) that such jurisdiction shall only 
be exercised when it is proved to the satisfaction of the court that the 
person making default: (i.) Either Aas or has had since the date of the 
order or judgment the means to pay the sum in respect of which he has 
made default ; and (ii.) has refused or neglected, or refuses or to 
pay the same. Proof of the means of the person making default to be 
given in such manner as the court thinks just. No such imprisonment to 
operate as @ satisfaction or extinguishment of such debt, &c. 

3. The committee have inquired carefully into the working of this law, 
and have examined witnesses from England, Scotland, and Ireland. 

4. They have examined several county court judges of long experience, 

and from different parte of the country. have also had placed 
before them the opinion in writing of many more of the county court 
udges. 
5 They have had before them Mr. Nicoll, formerly and for many years 
an officer of the Treasury and superintendent of county courts, also 
several of the registrars of large experience, and the of many of 
the trade protection societies from Nottingham, Manchester, Bristol, West 
Yorkshire, London, Leeds, Dublin, Belfast, , and G : 

7. The committee have sought to learn the opinion of the labouring 
classes upon the subject, in order to discover whether there exists any 
dissatisfaction among them, either as to the law itself or as to ites adminis- 
tration; for this purpose they applied to Mr. Burt, M.P., to Mr. Henry 
Broadhurst, to Mr. Shipton, the secretary of the London Trades Union 
Council, and to the Charity Organization Society, but no evidence has 
been forthcoming to shew that any euch dissatisfaction exists. 

8. A very large majority of the county court judges are in favour of 
the Act. They say that it is desirable that a court which has the power 
of giving judgment for the recovery of a sworn debt or demand should 
also have power to enforce compliance with that j nt, if it is in the 
power of the debtor to comply with it; that in the case of the vast 
majority of the judgments recovered in the county courts, process by way 
of execution against the goods is useless as a means of enforcing the 
judgment ; that the abolition of this power of imprisonment would tend 
to injuriously affect the credit now given to the working classes, a credit 
which in times of strikes or depression of trade is most beneficial to 
those who are thrown out of work. But some of the county court judges 
are opposed to the policy of the Act on the follo unds :—First, that 
while the judges have so wide a discretion in exe the powers vested 
in them by the Act it necessarily follows that different practices must 
grow up, that debtors in different parts of the coun’ 


speak, subject to a different treatment. Secondly, the evidence 
upon which the judges Lave to act is , a3 they have to 
receive hearsay evidence, and as the is seldom iv a position to 
give satisfactory evidence as to the means of the and the judges have 
no power to enforce the presence of the debtor. Thirdly, that it is very 


mischievous in the effect which it produces, as tending to foster a very 
unhealthy system of credit. 

9. en regi who have been examined agree with the 
majority of the county court judges. 

10. The committee are of opinion that so far as this power of imprison- 
ment is concerned, there is no evidence of any discontent among the 
labouring classes. The secretary of the Warwickshire Miners’ Associa- 
tion, whose name was su by Mr. Burt, M.P., stated that the general 
feeling of the working is, that if it was that a man could 
pay and would not pay it was right that he sh be sent to prison, and 
that he had heard nothing to induce him to think that there exists any 
feeling of annoyance or agitation against this law; and other witnesses 
speak to the same effect. The Recorder of Oork, Mr. Field, M.P., and 
other witnesses from Ireland, all state that there is no agitation or feeling 
in regard to this question upon the part of the artisan or working classes, 
or agricultural labourers or smail farmers in that country. 

11, It is admitted on all hands that this power of im 
effective in obtaining for creditors the payment of the 
and especially in the case where the debtors are of a higher 


mment is most 
ts due to them ; 
social scale 


than the labouring classes, as in that case the liability of to prison at 
all is more deterrent. There is much evidence to shew that the power to 
distrain upon goods would not alone be sufficient. In a e number 


of cases persons have no goods beyond the £5 limit ; are 
also created by the development of the hire-purchase system, and from 
goods being subject to bills of sale. 

12. It has been clearly proved that, of those against whom a warrant is 
issued, very few go to prison at all, a great number hy gee a few 
dha days after they have gone to prison, and but few remain all 

me. 

13. Thus, at Westminster in 1891, out of 848 persons against whom 
warrants were issued, 604 paid on arrest, 22 paid in prison, and only 25 


must be, so to | pe 





of prisoners 
average merged = ov 1887-91, the whole of 
6-2 per cent. ; it is 


istration of the Act among the various county court judges as to the 
vestiga’ the debtor ; 


ont eae do severally exercise their jurisdiction with great care and 
attention. 
15. Tho commutes hewe comsitened casey She patted of Sepinneaias 


which it is necessary to retain. The Act court to commit to 
prison for a term not exceeding six . The practice of the courts 
varies in the several districts, and probably to some extent necessarily 


varies with the circumstances of each district, and with the particular 
class of debtor. 


ea 
16. The Select Committee of the House of Commons, to whom the 
Fraudulent Debtors (Scotland) Bill was referred in 1 
mutatis mutandis that the lines in tors Act, 
and Irish Debtors Act, 1872, be seco ll 4 the Debtors (Scot- 
land) Act of that year, however, imprisonment for c 
Dat on emaptin we ante Se oo en Ss 
due to Her ajesty, and rates and assessments; and (2) sums 
for ailment. Provision was also made for a simpler and less expensive 
process of cessio bonorum. It be observed that the right of im- 
isonment is preserved for such as 
Sane cases it was not thought to trust 
ouly, and the evidence eitty Sr tee wee) e 
opinion upon question whether cessio affords 
cnalians empannier equivalent to previous ail te innequentis; under 
these circumstances the committee cannot recommend the adoption of the 
Scottish law. 
17. With re to arrestment of wages, the enactment that wages 
other 
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of labourers, ., shall, so far as necessary for their subsistence 
deemed alimentary, and in like manner as cervants’ fees and 
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tations between the judges. 6. That a liability to imprisonment for the 
term of twenty-one days would seem sufficient to effect all the purposes of 
the Act, and that the power of imprisonment for forty-two days and for 
more than twenty-one should be abolished. 7. That any system of arrest 
of wages would be disapproved both by employers and employed. 8. That 
the question of costs in respect of judgment summonses and orders of 
commitment is one deserving serious consideration, and that it would be 
advisable that a departmental committee of the Treasury should carefully 
consider the matter as early as possible. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. H. H. Arxtnson-Griusnaw, solicitor, of Petersfield, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Guardians of Petersfield; Clerk to the High way 
Board and School Board of Petersfield; and Clerk to the School Board of 
Liss, in the place of Mr. T. Caparn, resigned. 

Mr. Francis Stunt, solicitor (of the firm of Meggy & Stunt), of 
Chelmsford, and 43, King William-street, London, E.C., has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vTions. 


Henry Cuantes Burnuam and Witiiam Lewin, solicitors, Welling- 
borough (Burnham, Son, & Lewin). June 30. 


Tuomas Martin, W. A. Wenn, Georce Hime, and Harotp Marrin, 
solicitors, Liverpool (T. & T. Martin, Webb, & Hime). July 3. So far 
as George Hime is concerned. The continuing partners will continue,to 
carry on the said business at 48, Castle-street, Liverpool, under the style 
or firm of T. & T, Martin, Webb, & Martin. [ Gazette, July 7. 





GENERAL. 
Sir Charles Russell arrived in London from Paris on Monday morning. 


According to the Pall Mali Gazette it is said that the Lord Chancellor 
contemplates establishing a Central Court in London for the trial of actions 
remitted from the High Court to county courts. ' 


Lord Coleridge, at the Newcastle Assizes on Tuesday, was attacked with 
slight faintness during the midday adjournment. On the advice of Dr. 
Page, who was called in, bis lordship did not sit again in the afternoon, 
but adjourned his court until the next morning. On Monday the Lord 
Chief Justice sat from half-past 10 until 7 o’clock. He has since resumed 
his sitting. 

There is a strong impression in well-informed Gladstonian circles, says 
the St. James's Gazette, that in the event of the retirement of the Marquis 
of Lansdowne during Mr. Gladstone’s term of office, the Governor- 
Generalship of India will be bestowed upon Lord Herschell, the present 
Lord Chancellor. This rather sensational appointment, or ‘‘ translation ”’ 
would not come as a surprise to Lord Herschell’s friends, who are aware of 
the immense interest which his lordship has taken in Indian currency and 
finance questions. He has already served on two Royal Commissions, 
directly or indirectly dealing with this difficult subject, of which he is 
admitted to be a master. Lord Herschell’s ‘‘ all round” ability and high 
administrative capacity are well known in official circles. 


The Times announces the death of Justice Samuel Blatchford, of the 
Supreme Court of the United States, which took place at Washington on 
Saturday. He was appointed to the Supreme Court eleven years ago. 
For fifteen years before that he had filled with great credit the office of 
United States District Judge, and his reports of Circuit Court cases— 
commonly known as ‘‘ Blatchford’s C. C.’s’’—are to be found in most 
American legal libraries. His father, it may be mentioned, was a pointed 
in 1826 as financial agent and counsel for the Bank of England, and in 
that capacity conducted the settlement between the Bank of England and 
the Bank of the United States, when the charter of the latter expired in 
1836. Samuel Blatchford was born at New York in 1820, and after 
en. from Columbia College he became private secretary to Governor 

. H. Seward, who later on was President Lincoln’s Secretary of State. 
In 1845 he entered a law partnership with Mr. Seward and Mr. C. Morgan. 
Nine years later he removed from Auburn to New York City, and practised 
there till his appointment by President Johnzon to be District Judge of 
the United States Circuit Court for the Southern District of New York. 
In 1882 President Arthur appointed him a Justice of the Supreme Court. 
His record in that position has been most creditable. 


At the Winchester Assizes, says the Times, before Mr. Justice Grantham 
and a special jury, the cause of Thatcher v. Great Western Railway Co. was 
heard last week. It was an action for alleged negligence against the 
railway company, raising a point of considerable interest to the travelling 
public. The plaintiff, a solicitor’s clerk at Basingstoke, accompanied his 
sister-in-law and her daughter to Basingstoke Station on August 5. He 
took their tickets for them, put them into a carriage, and took leave of 
them. As he was walking up the platform to leave the station the train 
started. .The guard was two-thirds of the way up the train; the door of 
his van, which was in the rear of the train, was open, and as the train 
overtook the —— the door of the guard’s van struck him on the Jeft 
shoulder and knocked him down between the platform and thetrain. The 
plaintiff suffered severe injuries, and now sued the company. At the close 
of the plaintiff's case Mr. Bucknill, Q.C., submitted that there was no 
eviderce of negligence, and that the plaintiff was a mere licensee on the 





defendants’ premises. His lordship ruled that there was a case for ¢ 

eaving the door of the guard’s van open, which projected 18in. ¢ 
the platform, whilst the train was in motion, was an act of negligence, 
He also pointed out the law on contributory negligence, and the fact 


with £535 damages. Judgment accordingly. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reoistrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. AppgaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ase No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Monday, July Mr, Ward Mr. Clowes Mr. Godfrey 
Tuesday......... Pemberton Jackson Leach 
Wednesday ‘ard Clowes Godfrey 
Thursday ....... Pemberton Jackson Leach 
ST Ae ard Clowes Godfrey 
EE Pemberten Jackson Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STigina. KEKEWICH. Romer 
Mr. Lavie Mr. Pugh 
Carrington Beal 
Lavie Pugh 
Carrington Beal 
Lavie Pugh 
Carrington Beal 





STAMMERERS of all ages, and parents of stammering children should read a book 
written by a gentleman who cured himself after sufferin, f . or 
thirteen stamps from Mr. B. Beastey, Brampton-park, Huntingdon, or Sherwood,” - 
Willesden-lane, Brondesbury, London. 


Wakrxine To wwrenpine House Purcnasers & Lessees.—Before purchasing or ren! 
a house have the itary a ents thoroughly examined by an expert from 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victo: 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, July 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep in Cuanogry. 


to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ro! 

ilson Leadbeater, 33, St Nicholas st, Scarborough. 
solors for liquidators 
to send i 

Thomas Frederick Armstrong, 89, Gresham st 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Carxepicion Nayt Macuno Frienoty Society, Penmachno, Carnarvon. July 1 
Dunraven Coutuiery Sick Funp, Tynewydd Hotel, Treherbert, Glamorgan. July 1 
Kee.e Uston Ferenpiy Society, Sneyd’s Arms Inn, Keele, Stafford. July 1 
Pappixeton RapicaL Worktne Men’s Civus anp Institute, Paddington. July 1 


London Gazette.—Turspay, July 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1n CHANCERY 


ted to be heard on Friday, July 21. Patersons & Co, 25, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents 
for Dibb & Co, Leeds, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 20 

Harvey’s Oyster Co, Linrrep—Petn for windin: : t 
heard on Friday, July 21. E C Rawlings, 2, rook. Notice of appearing must 
reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 20 

Jenn Dassen, Limirep-— Creditors are req 
an 
st East, Newcastle on ? 

Ustow Parer Works, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 21, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to David Smith, Esq, 
22, Booth st, Manchester. Butcher & Barlow, Bury, solors for liquidator i 

Wesrray, Copetanp, & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, er ted June 30, directed 
to be heard on Friday, July 21. Munns & Longden, 8, Old Jewry, solors for petners. 
Notice of apgeesing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afte~ 

noon of July 20 








CReDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Fripay, June 30. 

Grecory, ALrrep Counrzz, Withyham, Sussex, Gent July 27 
Gregory, Stirling, J. Mathews & Browne, Cannon st 
m, Sherborne lane 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 4. 


Heslop, Barnard e 


n, , 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, June 30. 
Barratt, apenas, Heapham, Lines, Farmer August 1 





Box, Mary, Radclive, Bucks July 20 Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 


jury, and in summing up told them they must consider whether the” 


bearing upon it in this case. In the result the jury found for the plaintiff, ; 


re 





Pirate its let ance at tet 


nearly forty years. Post-free for” 


ria-st., 
Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—[Apvt.] = 


ELmore’s Wire Manvracrvunrixe Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented July 7, % 


uired, on or before Aug 8, to send their names” 
dresses, and the ees of their debts or claims, to James Mallett, 18, Clayton ~ 
'yne 


Reece, Lewis Tuomas, Cardiff, Solicitor July 27 Hardyman v Reece, Chitty, J. Wil- 
liamso 


Datstox, Gzorcr Narrsy, Barnard Castle, Durham, Butcher July 15 Dalston ¥ © 
Dalsto i Durham Castl 


Robbs & Forrest, Gains 4 
Bowmay, Georce Ricuanp, Portland terrace, Regent’s Park July 31 Trinders & Caprom j 


























Roya Hore: Co, Scarsoroveu, Lunrep—Creditora are required, on or before Jar = é 
Turnbull & Co, Scarborough, 


Toxpay Brewery axv Cyrper Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 31, re 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to” 


ae hee 


the above — 
Up, presented July, 6, directed to Bi % 
all 


Sg 
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Earl de la Warr¥ = 
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CARMICHAEL, Lag Doppinetox, New Malden, Surrey, Colonel in H M’s Army, C B 
Deax, Angers Sh sabead Site August1 Oriddle, Newcastle on Tyne 
Favixwer, Witt1aM, Liverpool, Baker July 14 Barrell & Co, Liverpool 

GantuwairTe, Jouy, Crigglestone, Yorks, Brewer July7 Iansons & Co, Wakefield 
Guuxcnuan, Joun, Spettisbury, Dorset, Veterinary Surgeon July 14 Laff, Blandford 
pswrenn, Goense ue te Lodge, Kilburn, Architect Aug 12 Routh & 
Hanoy Sosrrs, ulme, Manchester, v= SR Manufacturer Aug5 Hadfield & Co, Man- 
Haat, “nove, Hamilton terr, St. John’s Wood, Gent July 24 Hardisty & Co, Gt 


Hear, Witu1am, Gt Harwood, Lancs, Weaver July22 B&B Haworth, Gt Harwood 

Hotes, Taomas, Scarborough, retired Carver Aug 3 Drawbridge, Scarborough 

Hore, Wii114M, Curzon st, Mayfair, M.D. Aug12 Webb & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Jouxsox, Axtuony, High Ardley, Hexham, Northumbrid, Farmer JulyS LC& HF 
Lockhart, H 


Hexham 
Joxss, Hexry, Tulse Hill Aug 5 Jones, Austinfriars 


Kwox, Joux, Manchester, Gent July 29 Ogden, Manchester 

Leon, James, Bury, Gardener Aug 9 Woodcock & Co, Bury 

MoCrea, Marianne Warson, Shanklin, IW July 11 Griffiths & Co, Newcastle on Tyne 
Mvnrett, Estner, Virley, Essex July 31 White & Son, Colchester 

Perrix, Gzorcse GitseRt, Peckham rye, Gent July 31 Cooper, Eccleshall, Staffs 
Prrcuer, Putir, East Molesey, Surrey, Gent July 27 Goldring & Co, Abchurch lane 


RaTouiFre, beg 2 Fisherton, Delamere, Wilts, Clerk in Holy Orders July 29 Foster 
& Kendrick, Birmingham 
Ross, ceca Middlesex st, Whitechapel, Licensed Victualler Aug 9 Clapham & Co, 
Devonshire sq, Bishopsgate 
SuaxpD ion Avucumeppey Barrp, Accra, West Coast of Africa, Barrister at Law Sept1 
Bircham & Co, Parliament st 
Suaxp, Sir Coartes Farquaar, LL.D., Semnety Chief Justice of Mauritius, Brighton 
Sept 1 Bircham liament st 


SiaTer, Josern Harrier, Barthorpe, Yorks, Farmer Aug 14 Robson, Pocklington 
Sorensen, Martin Peter, Liverpool, Chandler Aug12 Lewis & Davies, Liverpool 
Srorr, Jonas, Lostock, Lanes, Farmer Aug12 Chapman & Co, Manchester 


SuxpeRuanD, Joszru Haus, Billingley, Darfield, Yorks, Gent Aug 1 Kenyon & Son, 
Thorne, via Doncaster 

Tuartx, James, Cedars villas, Putney Bridge ri Ju July 26 Joseph 8. Gabriel, Grelliers and 
Canter 


‘bury Wharves, vedere rd, 
Veat, Mary =. Spennymoor, co Durham July 21 Fanny Cross, 123, Railton rd, 
Brixton 


Wi..1aMs, Jous, w Widnes Aug 14 Oppenheim & Malkin, St Helens 
Wraxs, De bam Curntor, Beaufort gins, Gent Augi12 Routh & Co, Southampton st, 
Blooms’ 


ary 
Woopixe, EvizaBeTu Any, Gore rd, Victoria Park July 28 Voss, Bethnal Green rd 


Wooprorre, Henzierta Cuartorrs, Hastings Augl4 Mander & Watson, New square 
Lincoln’s inn 


London Gazette.—Tuxrspay, July 4. 
Arxixsox, Mary, Ambleside, Westmrid Sept 1 Thomson & Wilscn, Kendal 
Bearpwe.t, Samvet James, Great Coggeshall, Essex, Assistant Overseer August 18 
Beaumont & Sons, hall 
BroomrizLy, CHARLES, ik, co Southampten, Gent August 4 Sharp & Co, 
Southampton 
Carpyo, Jouy, Bedford hill, Balham, Gent Aug 10 Woodcock & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
Cots, Gzorce Vicat, Campden Hill, Kensington, Esq Augi4 Barker, Bedford row 
Davies, Heyrixtra, Portadown rd, Maida Hill Augi Davies, Weston super Mare 
Dawsox, Joszrn, Gateshead, Horse Dealer Aug26 Dixon, Gateshead 
Eoaz, Tuomas, Over Hulton, Lancs, Farmer Aug1 Hodgkinson, Bolton 
Everert, James, Coggeshall, Essex, Gent Aug 18 Beaumont & Son, Coggeshall 
Erroy-Jones, Tuomas, Pau, Basses P. Doctor of Medicine Augi Acton 
a on * mi yvenees, France, ug 


Garvan, "Right Hon Cuantorre Isapenca RosaBe..s, Do’ Garvagh 
ye, wager Baroness, agh, 


July 20 Powell & 
GotosmiTn, Apranam, Bury St Edmunds, Innk er per Aug7 Greene, Bury St Edmunds 


Gusy, Ava James, Surbiton hill, Surrey, Builder Aug 6 Durham & Carter, Arundel 
, Strand, Kin, on Thames 


gston on 
Harp, Witttram, Downham, Isle of Ely, retired Farmer Aug 8 Archer & Son, Ely 
Heveu, Taomas, Gilling, Yorks, Farmer July 19 Jefferson & Son, Northallerton 
Houtick, Faspoms, ope. Birmingham, Watch Hand Manufacturer Aug 10 Can- 


Hovey, aks Baupwi, Sheffield, General Draper July 31 Stacey, Sheffield 

Jouxsox, Witiiam, Broomfield, Sheffield, Gent Aug31 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 

Keuty, Saran E.eanor, Rawdon, Yorks Aug 1 Stansfeld, Halifax 

Mesnicx, Witt1AM, Harborne, Staffs, Oilman July13 Pepper & Tangye, Birmingham 
Newrort, James Bensamin, Weymouth, Fishmonger Aug 1 Howard, Weymouth 





Otiver, Hannan Matitpa, Harrogate July 31 Butler & Middlebrook, Leeds 


Pueees, Faepericx Jonn, Batheaston House, nr Bath, Bxq Aug 31 Trower & Co, 
Ropixson, Peapsnicn, York, Tobacconist Aug 15 R&B P Dale; York 


Samver, Lewm Lazarus, Reading July 28 Windybank & Samuell, Poultry 
Suaw, Anprew, Heywood, Lancs, Boot Manufacturer Aug5 Harris & Terry, Matlock 


Siu, Joux Lamsent, Haddenham, Thame, Oxon, Esq August3i Barker, Bedford row 
Surru, Fanny, Edgbaston, Birmingham July 20 Robbins, Birmingham : 
Suascssere Joseru mm Sieve, Beading, Darfield, Yorks, Gent August 1 Kenyon & 
Tanyer, haneetn Nettleton, Wilts July 31 Audry, Chippenham 

Taytor, Joun, Underbarrow, Westmrid, Yeoman September 1 Thomson & Wilson, 


Verrcu, Axprew, Lombard st, Banker August14 Harwood & Stephenson, Lombard st 

Witrams, Marta, Wolverhampton August? Willeock & Taylor, Wolverhampton 

Woo.wam. Jos, Rossett, nr Wrexham, Innkeeper Augusti4 Hughes, Wrexham 
London Gazette.—Fatway, July 7. 

Ave., Mary Axx, Ringland, Norfolk July 31 Collyer, Reepham 

scam, Goo Ash next Sandwich, Kent, Farmer August 1 

Aten, Ricuarp, Bath August4 Payne & Fuller, Bath 

Au.sor, Roszrt, West Brighton, Gent August 14 Stacpoole & Co, Old Broad st 

Asrias, Quenen Whtanse, Sage, Tie f Mig, Git in Holy Orders August16 Eaden 

- ueen’s rd, St John’s Wood, Builder August 15 Alderton, 

Banrouint, Guuamere, Coulsdon, Surrey, Courier August § Millar, Borough High at, 

Barrie, Ghaanes Key, Lincoln, Farmer September? Tweed & Co, Lincoln 

Becx.ey, Farpenic, Nettleingham, Gravesend, Miller Aug 12 Sharland & Co, Gravesend 

Bet, Evizasers, Hillsborough, Sheffield Augi Taylor & Co, Sheffield 

Buaxe, Ann, Cleveland gardens, Barnes Sept 30 Blachford & Co, Walbrook 

Buancuett, Mary, Bushton, Clyffe Pypard, Wilts July 31 Langley-Smith, Gloucester 

Box, Mary, Radclive, Bucks July 20 Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 

Cchans, Jouy Buapsrt, Kingsthorpe, co Northampton, Gent Aug 23 Decke & Green, 


nr Manchester, Draper Aug 4 Griffiths & Bowker, Man- 


Foremax, Wri11am, Queen’s rd, Peckham, Gent Aug3i Bristow, Greenwich 
Gaz, Grorez, Staithes, Yorks, Timber Merchant Aug 30 Woodwark & White, Whitby 
Gascoraye, Jonx Hawaxuns, Brighton, C B, retired General Aug 5 Robins & Co, Lin- 


Cannan tua Liverpool Sept7 Berry, Liverpool 

Gitt, Jouy, Surrey lane, Battersea, Gent Sept 4 Jackaman & Sons, Ipswich 

Hespen, Tuomas, Potovens, nr Wakefield, Gardener July 31 Scott, Leeds 

Hexseat, Lovisa Aoyes, Buckfield, Leominster Augi Lambe & Stephens, Hereford 
Hopesoy, Mary Saran Cooutan, Dorking, Surrey Augi2 Shearman, Gresham st 
Hous, Heyry, Camden rd, Islington, Gent Augi9 Price & Sons, Walbrook 

Kine, Epwarp, Cannes, France Augi2 Rose & Johnson, Delahay st, Westminster 
Krrcnen, Evizassru Saran, Hackney rd Aug? Taylor, Essex st, Strand 

Lappe, Mary Dans, Bedford Aug4 Jessopp & Son, Bedford 

Maursy, Wiiuam, Nottingham, Surgeon Aug 23 Martin & Sons, Nottingham 

May, Taonss Was Albany rd, Camberwell July 30 Snow & Co, Great St Thontas 
Mitiar, Witi1am, Fenchurch st, Merchant Aug? Watney & Co, Lombard ct 

Mostyy, Joux, Liansilin, co Denbigh, Tailor Aug3 Simon, Mold, Flintshire - 

Oares, Annis, Bath Aug5 Witham & Co, Gray’s inn sq 

Oates, Annix Maante, Portman st, Portmansq Aug5 Witham & Co, Gray's inn sq 
Parke, Wittiam, Rainhill, Lancs, Gent Aug 12 Cross, Liverpool 

Peoier, Ann, Maugersbury, Glos Aug4 Francis & Co, Stow on the Wold 

Repreagn, James, Haddersfield, Gent July31 Rhodes, Haddersfield 

Tuomrsor, Axxiz Suptivan, Weston super Mare July 29 Sparkes, Guildford 

Tusox, Henry, South Elmham, Suffolk, Clerk in Holy Orders Augii Tuson, Iichester 
Wapswortn, Greenwoop, Shackleton in Wadsworth, Halifax, Grocer Aug 25 Sut- 


Sussex, Ironmonger Aug 24 Edwd Priter, care of Mrs. 

WALKLEY, Mery Exszasern, St Joho’s villas, Islington Aug 19 Price & Sons, Wal- 

Wanrrey, Henry Eowanp, Tunbridge Wells, Major, retired Aug 2 Fladgates, Craig's 

Warxins, ‘inowas, Brosdwa Oilman Aug? Marchant & Ben George 
yard, Lom and firouae tray, Deptford ae 


Woopixe, Sn aee Victosia park July 23 Voss, Bethnal Green rd 
Waictey, James, Sica ur aeons Gent Augi0 Mills & Co, Huddersfield 


Emmerson & Co, 


ATKING, 4 Davin, 


Co.toy, Jou, 


Wake ine, James, A 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette,—FaiparY, July 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. ie Bet July § Ont July 
Boorae, A L Trevor, Colchester, Lieutenant. in 4th Hus- | C™ S587, JAMES, 
sars Colchester Pet May Ord July 1 Public house Fi 
Benes, James, ( Cardiff, Club Manager Cardiff. Pet July 
Crark, Ric aan Peter, Tansley, nr late Brewer’s 


Traveller Derby Pet July 3 Od Jul 
Corr, Wittiam, Huntingdon, a Tpaner Peter- 


| 738 


Guassey, Cuanies Henn 
mingham 


Gaoren, eee Ord Fae e 





j | Damsax, Hananee, Doncaster, Printer Sheftield Pet July 
Geyxex, Wituiam, Gt Gtute BaskeS Maker Gt Grimsby 


Jam Lines, Menoges, of 
‘ Pet July's Ord “ly 3 


Pet July 1 Ord July 4 
Surrey, Contractor Croydon 


Hursow Goonte, Uenatogiees, Essex, Butcher Colchester’ 
Pet July 5 July 5 
vn ouager Joux or mony oom rh "Bockeaiion’ Witiian High Dont 


Jo Pet aly 9 ~ (~  , SREP Tailor Ni 
“wa Padeea Otbedee 20 
dim a ven, Gast, Benger, Carnervensies, 
onng uous von, Ou Pet June 18 Ord July 4 
Lawrence, Atrrep, 

monger 


Fish Dealer Bir- 





bo age op are General Iroa- 
Cen tam, Bentingson IR cg Foun Raruase, Menobester, Accountant Man- Wandsworth Pet July 3 Ord July 3 July 3 
Couuert, | gg Ine. St — Fairford, Glos, | Hones, Joun Samve, Cardiff, Dee Cardiff Pet July4 July 4 Ord ar 
Linen Draper Swindon Pet July 4. Ord.July 4 Ord July Gores Se reperyrpiasim 
pues ¢ a 9 Cardiff, Watchmaker Cardiff July | Horsz, Ousmane. Paavow, Pl Painter East Stone- —s, 8 Ord 
Coorzr, Henry eS Spar! Worcs, General Dealer | Hovse, Ricuarp Sct srewas ‘High Court Pet 30 tion July 3 — 
m Pet July 8 Ord duly 3 Ord June 30° = McDowa.p, pnp A a uly Bicumoyp, Liver« 
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pool, Mantle Manufacturers Liverpool Pet July 3 
Ord July 3 

Mircagit, Jonx Ricnarp, spe, Painter East 
Stonehouse Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

Mocaipcr, Epwarp, Horrabridge, Devon, Solicitor East 
Stonehouse Pet June19 Ord June 30 

Morris, Groner, Felin-Newydd, Glynceiriog, Denbigh- 
shire, Flannel Manufacturer Wrexham Pet July 3 
Ord July 3 

Nersnam, Gerorce, Middlesborough, Metal Broker 

iddiesborough Pet June 23 Ord July 4 

Porz, Georcr, Nechells, Birmingham, Solicitor’s Clerk 
Birmingham yg he Ord July 3 

Powgut, Jos, Landport, Grocer Portsmouth Pet July 5 
Ord July 5 





Rayner, Bexsamin Nutt, the elder, Sittingbourne, late | 
Grocer 


Rochester Pet July5 Ord July 5 

Ricueys, Leonarp Stave, Froxfield, Wilts, Farmer 
bury Pet July 3 Ord July 3 

Roperts, Rosert, Upper Pulley, ie, Wheelwright 
Shrewsbury Pet July 5 Ord July 

Rooers & Jackson, late Devonshire duane, Bishopsgate st 
Without, Stock Dealers High Court Pet June 12 
Ord July 3 

Saunpers, Joun Oakey, and Francis Hersert SAUNDERS, 
—- Contractors Dorchester Pet July 4 Ord 

y4 

Suerriey, Isaran Birr, Oldham, Tailor Oldham 
July 5 Ord July 5 

SuHooiserc, Epa, Kingston upon Hull, Clothier’s Manager 
Kingston upon Hull Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

Simmons, Henry Jaues, Hempsted Farm, nr Chatham, 
Farmer Rochester Pet June19 Ord July 3 

Siupsoy, Frepericx, High st, Wood Green, Jeweller 
Edmonton Pet July4 Ord July 4 


New- 


Pet 


Syetiixe, Ricnarp, Redhill, Surrey, Butcher Croydon 
Pet June 23 Ord July 4 
Sotty, Wittiam Fitmer, Dover Canterbury Pet July 5 


July 5 
Trvensox, Hexry, gr Re Suffolk, Farmer 
bridge Pet July 8 Ord J 
Tuomas, Isaac Evans, Cardiff, ive Cardiff PetJuly 3 
Ord July 3 
Tortowsky, Rusty, and Leon Lasker, icc Clothiers 
Liverpool Pet June 22 Ord July 4 
Wausn, War my Halifax, Fruiterer Halifax Pet July 3 
Ord July 
Wuittett, isan Chatham, Grocer Pet 
July3 Ord July 3 
The following amended notice is substituted f or the at pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of June 2 
Hore, Barxerr, Birmingham, Furniture Dealer 
ham Pet Mayil Ord June 24 
The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of June 30 :— 


Elmdon, Warwick- 
Pet June 16 Ord 


Cam- 


Rochester 
Birming- 


CrotspaLte, James Artrnur Lynpoy, 
shire, Journalist Birmingham 
June 28 

FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apams, Frepericx Asutey, New Bond st, Milliner July 
14at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Bicos, Water, Oxford, Bookseller July 14 at 3 1, 
Aldate’s, Oxford 

Biscn, Cuaries Serrimvus, Leamington, Professor of Music 
July 18 at 12 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Buvsunarpt, Hermann, Birmin ham, Manufacturer 
19 at11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

—— BexJamiyx, Oldbury, Worcs, Haulier July 21 at 2 

unty Court, West Bromwich 

Pe, Wa rer, Wood st sq, Apro’ 

17 at 12 Bankru ruptcy bcs. bldgs, 


St 
July 


ron Manufacturer July 
y st 


— Wa ter, Costumier July 14 at 12 Off 
2, Park row, Leeds 
Cuansnce, Heyry Brasnett, East Meon, Hampshire, 


tx, July 14at12 145, Cheapside 
Crark, Ricnarp Peter, Tansley, nr Matlock, late Brewer's 
— ler July 17 at 2.30 Off Ree, § 


Curr, liens Huntingdon, Pianoforte Tuner July 26 


St James’s chmbrs, 


at12 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

Covenzy, Samvet, Brighton, Draper July 18 at 12 Off | 

, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

eae Wiiam, Wrotham, Kent, Farmer July 14 at 
12.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 

De Bora, Samu e., Hatton garden, Cigar Merchant July 
l4 atl) Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

, Yorks, Joiner July 14 at 11 


Deaxt, A.rrep, Castleford 
Of . Bond ter, W. akefield 

Foskry, Lawrexc ®, Manchester, formerly Merchant July 
18 at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Frost, Wittiam Henry, Birmingham, Rag Merchant July 
17 at 11 23, Colmore row, Bumingham 

GitseRt, Janes, Deeping St, James, Lincs, Manager of a 


Public house July 26 at 12 Law Courts, New rd, 
ae 
Gaiusnaw, R Arkixsox, Wingate rd, Hammersmith, 


July 14 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Hepors, Gxonce Hexnry, Brighton, Domestic Machinery 
Dealer" July 18 at 3 


Mf Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, 
Hous, Barxett, Birmingham, Furniture Dealer July 18 
at1l 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Jerrery, Wituiam, Circus rd, St ejobnt Wood, Watch- 
maker July l4at 11 Bankruptcy bid , Carey st 
Luiorp, Joszrn Grines, Wolverhampton, apanner July 
isat3 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Maynixo, Cuances, ‘South Molton, Devon, Grocer July 17 
King’s Arms Hotel, st, Barnstaple 
Mansen, Srerues, Leominster, Grocer July 17 
18, Corn square, Leominster 
Manzsnatt, Tuomas, Cannock, Staffs, Beerhouse Keeper 
July 19 at 11.15 Off Rec, Walsall 
¥, Tnomas, Nottingham, Confectioner July 14 at 12 
Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, ~~ 


at 10 


Ouiver, Sanver Goss, Weston su Boot Dealer 
Jul 7 at 19.45 Bristol Arms Mot i High 
wa 


st, Bridge- 








P 





| Wuirre.t, bg ne Chatham, Grocer, Rochester 


Orry, Herop, Osmondthorpe, nr Leeds, Coal Merchant 
July 17 at 11 Of Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Peak, Georce, Birmingham, Baker July 19 at2.30 23, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 


Raten, Henry SHearmay, Groat Yarmouth, Leather 
Seller July 15at1.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Roserts, Roser, 


ou eper alley, ‘Salop, Wheelwrigh t 

July 14 at 2.30 ibary 

Teverson, Heyry, Barnardiston, Suffolk, Farmer 
24at 3 Townhall, Haverhill 

Tuomas, Joun Cates, Landport, Grocer July 17 at 3.30 
0 , Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 

Wa sa, W. AL TER, ifax, Fruiterer July 19 atll Off 
Ree, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Warsox, Rosiysox, Wilson rd, Camberwell, Window 
Decorator July 14 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Wrorresixy, W-ci1am, the Hon, Aldershot, Captain in 
4th Dragcon Guards July 17at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 


July 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Asprapr, Sotomoy Hyam, Petherton rd, Canonbury, 
Stockbroker High Court Pet May12 Ord July 4 
Burpen, James, Cardiff, Club Manager Cardiff Pet July 
4 Ord July 4 

Crank, Ricnarp Perer, Tansley, nr Matlock, late 
Brewer’s Traveller Derby Pet July3 Ord J ae 

Ciurr, Wititiam, Huntingdon, Pianoforte Tuner eter- 
borough Pet July4 Ord July 4 

Conaeee. Hargiet, Colne, St Aldwyn’s, phtet, Glos, 
Linen Draper Swindon Pet July 4 Ord Jul 


Cooper, Henry James, Sparkhill, Worcs, Genera Ses 
Birmingham Pet July 3 Ord July 3 

Croven, JosErHu wy eet , Jeweller High 
Court Pet May 16 => 

Davipsox, Joun, Workiscton, umbrid, Licensed Victu- 
aller orl m PetJuly4 Ord July 12 

Denuay, Henpert, Doncaster, Printer Sheffield Pet July 
8 Ord July 3 


Gennyey, Wivuiam, Gt Cote, Basket Maker Gt Grimsby 
Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

Giceert, James, Deeping St James, Lincs, Manager of a 
Publichouse Peterborough Pet July 3 Ord July 3 

Harngisoy, Atrrep Ricnarp, Canton, Cardiff, arenas 
Engineer Cardiff Pet June 28 Ord Jul 

Hayyes, Henry Witutam, Aldbourne, 
Newbury Pet June12 Ord July 1 

Hempstep, NatuHaniet, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st 
High Court Pet Mar 11 Ord July 1 

Heyoate, Wittiam Harris, eam, Hants, Surgeon 
Portsmouth Pet May8 Ord June 27 

Hosss, Joux Samvew, Cardiff, Dyer Cardiff Pet July 4 
Ord July 4 

Hot, Baryett, Deatomiars, Furniture Dealer Bir ning- 
ham Pet May 11 rd mtg, 

Horye, CuHaries Francis, neath Painter East 
Stonehouse Pet June 30 Ord July 

Hursoy, Grorax, Manningtree, Essex, Butcher Colchester 
Pet July 4 Ord July5 

Keatiey, Leoxarp Hewry, Kenilworth, Warwickshire, 
Tailor Warwick Pet June 30 Ord July 4 

Laitwoop, Jouy, Balham, Surrey Wandsworth Pet May 
8 Ord July 3 

Lawrence, Atrrep, Battersea, Surrey, General Iron- 
monger Wandsworth Pet July3 Ord July 3 

Marrnews, Wii11amM, Hockering,; Norfolk, of no occupa- 
tion Norwich Pet July3 Ord July 3 

McDowavp, Georce, and ALrrep James Ricumonp, Liver- 


ite, Grocer 


pool, Mantle Manufacturers Liverpool Pet July 3 
Ord July 4 
Mircuett, Joun Ricwarp, 


kama Painter East 

Stonehouse Pet June 30 Or 

Morris, Georce, Felin Newydd, ivasdiien, Denbighshire, 
Fiance Manufacturer Wrexham [Pet July 3 Ord 


Pexwary, Joun Frepericx, East Stonehouse, Devon, 
Tailor East Stonehouse Pet June 23 Ord July 3 
Puitiuirs, Wittiam Henry, St Leonards on Bea, Board- 
ing house Keeper Hastings Pet June 29 x? July 3 

Pick, Avice Saran, Aldersgate st, Wholesale Furrier 
High Court Pet June 27 Ord July1 

‘ore, Grorce, Nechells, Birmingham, Solicitor’s Clerk 
Birmingham Pet July3 Ord July4 

Porrer, Tomas, Smethwick, Staffs, Draper West 
Bromwich Pet June 27 Ord July 1 

| Pow £LL, Jos, Landport,Grocer Portsmouth Pet July 5 


Ord July 5 

Raywer, Bensamixn Nutt, sen, Sittingbourne, Kent, late 
Grocer Rochester Pet July5 Ord Jul 

Rew, Witiiam Otpuam, late New B 
High Court Pet June 21 Ord July 4 

Ricaens, Leonarp Save, Froxfield, Wilts, Farmer New- 
bury PetJuly3 Ord July 3 

Roperts, Rosent, Upper Pulley, Salop, Wheelwright 
Shrewsbury Pet July5 Ord June 5 

Suoo.senc, Eva, Kingston upon Hull, Clothier’s Manager 
Kingston upon Hull Pet July 4 ‘Ord July 4 

Siursox, Faepericx, High st, Wood pm ng Jeweller 
Edmonton Pet July4 Ord "July 4 

ee oy Fitmeer, Dover Canterbury Pet July 4 
Ord July 5 

Teverson, Heyny, Barnardiston, Suffolk, Farmer Cam- 
bridge Pet July3 Ord Jul 

Tuomas, Isaac Evans, Cardiff, Tine Cardiff Pet July 
8 Ord July3 a 

et 


5 
st, Solicitor 


July3 Ord July 

Witxixsoyx, Henry Sede: Catford, Kent, Salesman to a 
Furies er Greenwich Pet June 29 Ord 
uly4 

Tease Haney, Westbourne, Bournemouth, Bootmaker 
Poole Pet June 22 Ord July 3 


London Gazette—Turspay, July 11. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


A.tzy, Kare, Halsey oat Cntoges og, © Court Dressmaker 
High Court Pet July 7 

Avstox, Jouxn Hesry, ——- vag] J Wheelwright Black- 
burn Pet June 26 Ord 








Baaet, Henry, 
Court P 












Beng, Sevan, hemgeds, Sean Hangings Me 
ECK, GEORGE, verpool, Paper Hangings 
Liverpool Pet July7 Ord July 


Ord July 6 





Boyes, Sternex 
Factor High Court Peet Ri uly 6 
CuaRNLEY, — xp, Preston, Painter 
uly 4 







Creaver, Ricuarp, Lichfield, Seedsman Walsall Pet 
July 7 Ord July 7 
we 2 Esson, Halifax, Hosier Halifax Pet July7 Om > 
w 


Conmien: CHARLES, ee: Kent, Bootmaker Maid. — 
stone Pet July7 Ord July 

Dance, Henry, Hereford, assneed Victualler Hereford 
Pet July 8 Ord Jul y8 

Deat, James Wii.1am, Southam: Ty Boot Maker Southsill 
ampton Pet July 6 Ord J 

Douerty, Jous, Newport, Mon, Dentist Newport, Mon” 
Pet July8 Ord July 8 

Dotter, Joun Nepomucene, Leicester, Watchmaker Lei 
cester Pet June 27 Ord July 7 

EaGuesrietp, Rosertr, Waterloo, Lancs, Estate Ages 4 


igh Bt, Notting 1 hill, Bootmaker High" 


Devonport st, Comaneneiel rd East, Flow 
Preston Pet July” 









































acs 


cH 
ie 


3 
Bs 


la 


se 


Liverpool Pet July7 Ord July 7 
Earysuaw, ~ a Sreap, Halifax, Cycle Dealer Halifag 
Pet Jul Ord July 7 
Epwarps, a4 Mauusrt, Beversbrook rd, Tufnell 
ark, Builder High Court Pet June 13 Ora July? 
Exeoop, Ernest Crawsuaw, Crosby bldgs, Crosby 
Underwritio — of Lloyd’s High Court 


June12 Ord July7 
Exvuis, Puri Parsevi, Haverfordwest, Grocer Pembroke _ 
Pet July7 Ord July7 


Exxis, Wituiam Lewis, Dwyran, Lianfair PG, Ao . 


any Relieving Officer Bangor Pet June 22 

J 

Sinton, Celyn, Meifod, emieemneies, Farmer 
Newtown Pet June 26 Ord July 

Evessrietp, Heyry Arraur, ‘Marylebone st, Actor High 
Court Pet June15 Ord Ju 

Fry, Atrrep, Chard, Somerset, 
June 23 Ord July 8 

Goopngeap, ALrrep Henry, 

urtonon Trent Pet July7 Ord Me 
Gr ay Dar Alton, Hants, Bootmake inchester Pet 
6 Ord July 6 

Rink y, tt. Wix11am, Bessborough pl, Pimlico, C. 

Builder High Court Pet July’ 6 Ord July6 


Burton on Trent, Tailo 


_ Ae Taunton Pet 


ie, Weeahiels 


Pian siete 





Isaacson, Bertram Puatveas, Newport, Mon, Musical © ah 


a Dealer Newport, Mon Pet July 7 Ord 

u 

JonES, , as Clydach Vale, Boot Dealer Pontypridd Pet 
July 7 Ord July7 

Kitson, W, & Co, late of Winchester High Court Pet 
May 4 Ord July 6 ; 

Lemperc, Pair, iby rd, Kilburn, Merchant High 
Court Pet June1¢ Ord July 5 

Martix, Joun Hamicton, Tedworth sq, Chelsea, Lieuten- 
ant in 3rd | acne Guards High Court Pet Nov 0 
Ord Jul 


y5 

Metxor, Cuarves, Leeds, Brrrister at Law, York Pet 
July 7 Ord July 7 

Oviver, Henny, Branston Island, Lincs, Farmer Lincoln 

Pet July 7 Ord July7 

Pirt, Georaz, Newlay, Yorks, sets Gelatine Manufacturer 
Leeds Pet July3 Ord July : 

Preston, Georce Freperrick, Fowey, Cornwall, Gent 
Truro Pet June 26 Ord July 7 

Prorr, Joun Hermanx, Lady Margaret rd, Kentish Town 
Tailor High Court Pet June15 Ord ‘July 8 

S.ixcer, Josern, Lancaster, Coach Builder Preston Pet 
July 4 Ord July 4 

Taytor, Gxorce Govan, Dewsbury, late Riesaeel Victu- 
aller Demme Pet July 7 Ord July 

en 


TURNER, May dieton, “re Boat Menutachall 
Salford Pet June 22 Ord Jul 


Wass, Samvet, Diss, Norfolk, late Y Taberdasher Bury 8 
Edmunds Pet July8 Ord July 8 
Woop, Joux Suartron, Dawlish, Devon, Saddler Exeter 


Pet July5 Ord July 5 

Woon, Saran Jayz, Burton on Trent, Corn Dealer 
ton on Trent Pet July6 Ord July 6 

Wooovcock, Tuomas, or nr Ch: orley, Farmer Bolton 
Pet July8 Ord Ju 


The following amended notice is substituted for dongs pobi 
lished in the London Gazette of July 4 


Wacker, James Dixoy, and Haynau Burrows, ,, Bernall 


Bur- 


Down Quilt Manufacturers Barnsley Pet June 6 
Ord June 30 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Apamsox, Josern Jouy, Handsworth, Staffs, Carriage 


23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
July 24 at 2.30 


July 18 


Builder July 24 at 11 

Arusgrtoy, Ropert, Birmingham, Builder 
23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Baaaz, Henry, High st, Notting Hill, Bootmaker 
at ll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Bareen, Rosenrt, Birkrigg f Park, Preston Richard, Westmrld, 

Farmer July 18atil 120, Highgate, Kendal 

Brack, E 8, Perryn rd, East Acton, Secretary to a Public 
Company uly18at3 Off Ree, 95, Temple chmbrs, 
Temple avenue 

Carter, Cuartes Epwarp, Liverpool, 
July 19 at 3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Live 1 


Craysox, Mark, Kingston, Kent, Farmer July 28 at 9 30 
Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 
Cooper, Espow, Halifax, Hosier July 22at12 Off Ree, 
Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 


Congas come: Arruaur Lyypon, Elmdon, Warwickshire, 
Journalist Augustdat1l 23, Colmore row, Bi 


Davies, D J, Morriston, Glam, Draper July 18 at12 Of 


Ree, 31, ‘Alexandra , Swansea 


Davies, Grorce Purc ELL, Nantgarw, 1 Gam, Innkeeper 


July 18at12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
Dore Owen Tuomas, Little Sutton, Cheshire, Drapet 
19 at 3.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Dea, ty A MES WiL1L1AM, Southampton, Bootmaker July % 
at 3.30 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampto m 
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Dewuax, Henvert, Doncaster, Printer July 19 at 2.30 Off 
Ree, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Dicxmsox, Anxiz, Ravenfield, nr Rotherham, Widow 
July 19 at 2 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Dorren, Joux Neromucesr, Leicester, Watchmaker July 
1sat3 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Dvaman, Esenezes, st James’ st, hy sen ca Grocer 
July 19 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Eanvsnaw, Jor Sreav, Halifax, Cycle Dealer July 22 at 
11 Off Rec, Town Hall chmbrs, Halifax 

Faeepuax, Wootr, Exmouth st, Tweed Cap Manufacturer 
July 18 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Gray, Hesry, Alton, co Southampton, Boskmaker July 
2%at3 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

Gueexwoop, Pavt Atexanper, Curtain rd, Shoreditch, 
Upholsterer’ 's Warehouseman July 18 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Haises, Josuru Cuantes, Montagu pl, Clerk July 19 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Harnisoyx, ALrreo Ricnarp, Canton, Cardiff, Mechanical 
Engineer July 20 at 2.30 Off Rec, 2), Queen st, Car- 
diff 

Hemesteo, Natnantet, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st 
July 18 at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Horne, Cuartes Francis, Plymouth, Painter July 21 at 
11.30 10, Athenzeum trree, Plymouth 

Honsey, Atrrep, Egremont, Cheshire, late — ed July 19 
at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Live 

Jouxs, THOMAS, Swansea, Journeyman Prater July 19 at 
12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Jones, Ricwarp, Caersws, Montgomeryshire, Tailor July 
18at1 Of Rec, Llanidloes 

Kewr, Avert, Folkestone, Pork Butcher July 28 at 10 
Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

W Kitson & Co, late of Winchestr July 19 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy a Carey st 

Lamuine, Wittiam, Weelsby, Lincs, Labourer July 19 at 
11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Leuperc, Parur, Eresby rd, Kilburn, Merchant July 19 
at 12 Bankruptey bldgs. Carey st 

Mantis, Jouy Hamitroy, Tedworth sq, Chelsea, Lieu- 
tenant in 3rd Dragoon Guards July19 at11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Masox, Georck Henry, Gainsborough, Plumber July 20 
at12 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

arm, JAMES, Cardiff, Traveller in Fancy Goods July 

2at 3 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

aicmene. Joux Ricuarp, Plymouth, Painter July 21 at | 
12 10, Atheneum trree, Plymouth 

Mocriver, Eowarp, Horrabridge, Devon, Solicitor July 
Ziat11 10, Athenseum terrce, Plymouth 

Morris, Gzonae, Felinnewydd, Glynceiriog, Denbighshire, 
Flannel Manufacturer July 19 at 2.15 Queen’s Hotel, 
Oswestry | 

Oxiver, Hexry, Branston Island, Lincs, Farmer July 20 | 
at1245 Off Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Ricnens, Leonarp Stave, Froxfield, Wilts, Farmer July 
20 at 1230 Three Swans, Hungerford 

Snmoxs, Henry James, Hempsted Farm, nr Chatham, 
Farmer July 19 at 12.30 Off Rec, Rochester 

Surrn, Joun Owen, Cardiff, Baker July 19 at 11 Off 
Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff | 

Soity, Wittiam Fitmer, Dover July 28at9 Off Rec, 73, 
Castle st, Canterbury 

STEVENS, Witam, Pontypridd, Glam, Haulier July 18 at 
8 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Sykes, Brorners, Heckmondwike, Brewers July 18 at 3 
Off Rec, Batley 

Waker, Henry, Oxford, Builder July 18 at 3 1, St 
Aldate’s, Oxford 

Warrre.t, Witt1am, Chatham, Grocer July 19 at 11.30 
Off , Rochester 

Wituiams, Joun Henny, Amlweh, Anglesey, Tailor July 
19 at 11.45 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

Woop, Jouy Suartoyn, Dawlish, Devon, Saddler July 20 
at 10.30 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of July 7 :— 


Biumnarpt, Hermann, Birmmgham, Manufacturer July 
Watll 23, Colmore row, Birming 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Beanuanp, Hermann, New Broad st, Cigar Importer High 
Court Pet May ii Ord Jul 

Bioes, Water, Oxford, Bookeellor Oxford Pet June 23 

June 23 

Buapy, Heyary, Leicester, Milk Dealer Leicester Pet | 

June1 Ord July 3 ne 

Bunssiz, James, Huon Buasiz, and Eowarp ty en | 
Liverpool, Oleo Manufacturers Liverpool Pet June 
3 Ord July 7 

CHARNLEY, Heue np, Preston, Painter Preston Pet July | 
4 Ord July 4 








Cneten, Bees, ee ee Halifax PetJuly7 Ord 
y 
CroTaa., CuaRrces, urst, Kent, Bootmaker Maid- 
et July7 Ord July 7 
Dayon, Henry, — Licensed Victualler Hereford 
aly8 Ord July 
Davies, Owen ate Shittle ~ 5 =~ faatin, Draper 
Birkenhead PetJune10 Ord July 8 
Dear, Jaues Wiiu1an, Southampton, Bootmaker South- 
ampton Pet Jul . Ord July 6 
ee, Cigar Merchant High | 


De Sora, ae 

D: on J Bt Su 90 Ord 3 M Dentist Newport, M 

oHERTY, Joux, New on, Denti ew » Mon 
Pet July8 Ord July 8 

Dorrer, Jony are pe — Watchmaker Lei- 
cester Pet July1 Ord 

Drury, Cuarces FR iy 5 ar Worcs, Hotel 
Proprietor Worcester Pet yp Ord July 8 

Earysuaw, Joz Sreapv, Halifax, Cycle Dealer Halifax 
Pet July 7 Ord July 7 

Eacuesrieitp, Rosert, Waterloo, ae Estate Agent 
Liverpool Pet July7 Ord July 7 

FreepMan, Wootr, Exmouth st, Tweed eas Manufacturer 
High Court Pet June8 Ord July 7 

Guirves, Joux, Knight’s -_ J West Norwood High 
Court Pet Junsi1 Ord J 

Goopueap, Atrreo Henry » on Trent, Tailor 
Burton on Trent Pet July 7 Ord July 7 


Gray, Henry, Alton, Hants, Bootmaker Winchester 
Pet July 6 Ord July 8 
Isaacson, Bertram Puixeas, Newport, Mon, Musical 


—— Maker Newport, Mon Pet July 7 Ord 


y8 

Joxes, Joun, Clydach Vale, G: ™ Boot Dealer Puonty- 
pridd PetJuly7 Ord July 

Jones, Ricnarp, Caersws, aiontgomeryshire, Tailor New- 
town Pet July4 Ord July 5 

Lewis, Wyxouam Witiiam, and Tuouas Bexsry Lew a 
Cardiff, Merchants Cardiff Pet May 24 Ord Jul 

Meccn, Henperr Hewry, Wood st, as | Window 
High Court Pet March 23 Ord "July 5 

Mocarpar, Eowarp, Horrabridge, Devon, Solicitor Est 
Stonehouse Pet June19 Ord July 8 

Ouiver, Samvet Goss, Weston super Som, Bcot Dealer 
Bridgwater Pet June15 Ord July 

Pike, Atrrep Bickuiry, — Produce Broker Bristol 
Pet June 30 Ord July 

Pitt, Groroz, Newlay, Yorks, late Gelatine Manufacturer 
Leeds Pet July 3 Ord Suly 8 § 

Saxnpeman, Jacor, ee Jeweller Liverpool Pet 
Juneé Ord July 7 

Simmons, Henry James, Hempstec Farm, . 4 Gavane. 
Farmer Rochester Pet June17 Ord Jal 

Suixcer, Josern, Lancaster, Coach Builder Preston Pet 
July 4 Ord J uly 4 


leter 


| Spratiine, THomas, syamgete, Grocer Canterbury Pet 


June 20 Ord July 

Tay.tor, Groner oie ont, 5 cee 
Victualler Dewsbury Pet July7 Ord J 

Wacker, Henry, Oxford, Builder Oxford w June 23 
Ord July 7 

wages Halifax, Fruiterer Halifax Pet July3 

8 

Wass, Busca, Disa Norfolk, late Haberdasher Bury St 
Edmunds Pet July7 Ord July 8 

Woop, Joun Bist... Dawlish, Devon, Saddler Exeter 
Pet July5 Ord July 5 

Woop, Saran Jane, Burton on Trent, Corn Dealer 
Burton on Trent Pet July6 Ord July 6 

Woopcock, Tuomas, See, nr Chorley, Farmer Bolton 
Pet July8 Ord July 8 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 18.—Messrs. Warre, Devore, & Brows, at the Mart, 
.C., at 2 o’cluck, Leasehold Ground-rents (see advertise- 
ment, July 1, p. 608). 
July 19.—Messrs. Arsen, Rurrern, & Wacnorn, at the 
. E.C., at 1 o'clock, Investment (see advertisement, 
July 1, p- 4). 
July 19. —Messrs. Dowsetrr & Co., at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o’clock, Investments (see advertisement, July 1, p. 608). 
July 20.—Messrs. Faresroruer, Evtis, CLaex, & Co., at 
the Mart, E.C., Investments (see advertisement, June ‘W, 
= = 
Jul —Messrs. Parsons & Sons, at the Estate Sale 
hen at3o Yelock, 9, Marine- ie, Brighton, Freehold 
Residence (see advertisement, uly 8," p. 4). 
July 21.—Messrs. Baxer & Sovs, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o'clock, Inves‘ments (see ene, this week, p. "640). 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested thu 
application be mods direct to the Paltinr. 





SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1893. 
ESSRS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 
CLA co. beg ¢ to announce that the following 
Sct ceabeaes their SALES during the year i 
held at the ‘Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the 
of England, E.C. :— 
Thars., Nov. 2 
Thurs., Nov 16 
Thurs., Nov 23 
Thurs., Nov. 30 
Thurs., Dec, 7 
ed., Dec. 13 





. 
. Sad 
- 


Clark, & Co. publish in the 
ad Times” every Saturday a 
complete list of their sales by auction. They 
issue from time i time ules of properties to be let 
r pep landed and residential estates, farm, 
freehold 1 old houses, City offices and warehouses, 
|-rents, — investments generally, which will be 
orwarded free of charge on ication. aa 29, Fleet- 
street, Tengle-ber, and 18, Old -street, E.C. 


orn monger 

-— and Eccleston -street.— 
Valuable Leasehold Properties, producing a rental of 
i a tenants of undou position, 


Messi. ts. PAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 
CLARK, & CO. = offer for SALE by AUCTION 
at the MART, EC. HURSDAY, AUGUST 3, sound 








INVESTMENTS, craig out of « block of stabling situate 
in Reclesbon-otrent East, in the occupation of H.R.H. the 
Dake of Edinburgh, on the terme 0 a building lease, a 
260 per annum ps Seneees ofp << ene Se es, bein 
Now. pt Phipp’s-mews, adjoining, let on the terms o 
eases 


agreements, at rents amounting to £1,422 

annum, exclusively of two sets in hand; and a aad 
Dwelling-house, being Nos. 4la and 43, Bbury 
ducing £165 annum. The entirety is held upon "se 
for a term which 27 years have yet to run, at the low 
ground-rent of £79 per annum. 
aay, of Me and conditions of at rd be ehiaet, vies 
ready Lame Roche, & » Sulicitors, No. 45, 
Eines ard 7. bine Mori Er Aris 
* , at 1) 





per let to 
per 


MEss2s. FAREBROTHER, BELLIS, 
at to Me & CO. will offer for SALE by AUCTION 


on THURSDAY, AUG. 3 (in 
oon uneti ion with Messrs, EGERTON, BREACH, & GALS- 
WORTHY), the above EST ATE, 
Particulars of San teen will shortly be A lh gm me and 
cRniaable ot of Messrs, 


's-court, 
viocteal hotels iene 
and, Ba of ig Ag een} _ ~? 


,2 
’s-inn ; and, of Mam. Bare 


Co., 
aon tian 


, at rents 
out- 


CL. 
MART, 


nod 18, Old Broad-etrest 





1s2s. 





THe GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


ST. MILDR 


ED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, 


LONDON, E.¢C. 


WEST END BRANCH—2, WATERLOO PLACE, &.W. 





TOTAL PAYMENTS UNDER POLICIES 


ASSETS EXCEED 


ANNUAL INCOME... 


£11,000,000 
5,000,000 
913,602 


“ one 





6@ THERE is NOTHING DESIRABLE in LIFE ASSURANCE which the SOCIETY does not FORME CHEAPLY, INTELLIGIBLY, and PROFITABLE 





RPolicies Indisputable after s Tears. 
Annuities of all kinds granted. Rates fixed on the most favoura 


JAMES H. 8CO: 


“dt Gea te ee a 
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DENMARK HILL, NEW CROSS, and DEPTFORD. 
Estate of the late F. C. Hills, Esq.—Leasehold Investments. 


N ESSRS. ELLIS & SON are directed by 

the Executors of the late F. C. Hills, Esq., to SELL 
by AUCTION, at the MART, on WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 
9th, at TWO o’clock precisely, in Thee Lots, a BLO°K of 
THBEE very superior detached FAMILY RESIDENCES, 
Nos. 97, 101, and 103, Denmark-hill, two being let on 
repairing leases to first-class tenants at the respective 
rents of £145 and £140, the other being vacant, of the 
estimated rental of £130, held together under one lease 
of the De Crespigny Estate for a term having 39} 
years unexpired at Michaelmas, 1893, at a ground-rent of 
£138 9s. A convenient Terrace House, with long garden, 


No. 225, New-cross-road, let at a rent of £50, held of the | 
Haberdashers’ Company for a term having 16] years un- | 


expired at Michaelmas, 1893, at a ground-rent of £6 12s. ; 
and the commodious waterside premises, Creek and Lower 
Hall’s Wharves, Deptford, in the occupation of Messrs. J. 
Hall, Jun., & Co. (patent fuel merchants) and Messrs. Joel 


Smith & Sons (slate merchants); let under one lease for | 


the full term at a rent of £135, and held for a term having 
243 years unexpired at Michaelmas, 1893. 
rinted particulars, with plan and conditions of sale, 
may be had of Messrs. King, Wigg, & Co., Solicitors, 11, 
Queen Victoria-street, E.C.; at the Mart; and of Messrs. 
Ellis & Son, Auctioneers and Surveyors, 45, 
street. 
THE PEEL REVERSION. 
By order of the Mortgagees.—The very valuable Rever- 
sionary Life Interest in important Landed Estates and 
other property, producing the large income of about 
£23,100 per annum, and in the proceeds of policies of 
assurance on the life of the tenant in possession, aged 71 
years; also the valuable policies on the life of the mort- 


gagor. 

N ESSRS. ELLIS MORRIS & CO. will 
JVI BELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse- 
yard, Bank, E.C., on WEDNESDAY, 26th day of JULY, 
1893, at TWO o'clock precisely, the LIFE INTEREST of a 
gentleman, aged 25 (subject to the life of tenant in posses- 
sion, aged 71 years) in the whole of the PEEL ESTATES 
and all other the interest of Mr. Robert Peel in the family 
settled estates. The property so comprised includes lands, 


manors, lordships, hereditaments, mansion-houses, and | 
other real estate, situate in the counties of Stafford, War- 
of | 


wick, and Lancaster, giving the grand total 
9,810 acres, the rent roll of which is now £20,494, but 
from which when fully let a much larger revenue 
derived, besides which it is believed coal, ironstone, and 
other mineral deposits exist under a large area of the pro- 
perty, which will greatly enhance its value ; the capital sum 
of £38,104 invested in securities of the highest class, and 
from which an income of £1,513 per annum is obtained; 
also the proceeds of certain policies and bonuses of assur- 
ance, now amounting to £202,085 or thereabuuts, on the 
life aged 71, and the proceeds of sale of heirlooms estimated 
at £47,786 13s. 24. Together with the above will be sold 
Beneficial Policies of Assurance for the aggregate sum of 
£46,500, effected in first-class offices on the life of the said 
Mr. Robert Peel. 

Particulars and conditions of sale may be had at the 
Mart; or of Messrs. Hilberys, Solicitors, 4, South-square, 
Gray’s-inn, and 20, Great St. Helen’s, E.C.; or of Messrs. 
Ellis Morris & Co., Auctioneers and Land Agents, King- 
street, Cheapside, London, E.C. 


area 


is 


EDMONTON, NEW BOND-STREET, and BELVEDERE. 
To Trustees and others. 


N ESSRS. BAKER & SONS will SELL 
- by AUCTION the following excellent INVEST- 
MENTS :— 

At the MART, E.C., on FRIDAY, JULY 21, at TWO. 

EDMONTON (within a short walk of the railway sta- 
tion).—In 68 Lots. ExcelJent Investments, comprising 68 
dwelling-houses, to be sold at a low reserve, with the 
advantage of purchase-money being payable by 20 quarterly 
instalments, affording excellent opportunities to small 
investors. The houses are Nos. 1 to 23 (odd), and 10, 14, 
16, 22, 24, 30, 32, 50, 52, 54, 55, 70, 72, 74, 76, 82, and 84, St. 
Mary’s-road, and 1 to 47 (odd), and 10 to 16 (even), St. 
Joseph’s-road. Let at 6s. 6d. and 7s. per week each, 
together producing about £1,200 per annum. Held for 
long unexpired leases at moderate ground-rents. Free 
conveyances.—Vendor’s Solicitors, Messrs. Poole & Robin- 
son, 15, Union-court, Old Broad-street, E.C. 

MADDOX-STREET, New Bond-street, W.- Freehold 
Property, being 31, Maddox-street, comprisinz four floors 
and basement, with workshops and entrance in rear, 
occupying a unique position, within a short distance of 
Bond, Regent, and Conduit streets. At present let to 
Messrs. Ray & Sons, goldsmiths (tenants of 30 years’ stand- 
ing), at the inadequate rent of £200 per annum on a yearly 
tenancy. The property offers a magnificent building site 
for the erection of high-class business premises or chambers. 
—Vendor’s Solicitors, Messrs. Fielder & Sumner, 6, Godli- 
man-street, Doctors’-commons, E.C. 

BELVEDERE, Kent.—In the High Court of Justice, 
Chancery Division.—‘‘ Harper vy. Bevan and others,”’ 1892, 
H. No. 3,870.—In One Lot.— Freehold Manufacturing 
Premises, known as the Belvedere Mills, on the banks of 
the river Thames, in the parish of Erith, together with the 
ex] ive engine, plant, fixtures, and effects.—Vendor’s 
Solicitors, Messrs. Lawrance, Waldron, & Webster, 14, Old 
Jewry-chambers, E.C.; Messrs. Keene, Marsland, & 
Bryden, 15, Seething-lane, E.C.; and Messrs. Morgan, 
Price, & Mewburn, 33, Old Broad-street, E.C. 

Particulars may be had of the respective Solicitors, and 
of the Auctioneers, 11, Queen Victoria-street. 


ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- | 


_ Street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive West-End 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica- 
tion, Surveys and Valuations attended to. 


Fenchurch- 


July 15, 1893¢ 
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| SUSSEX. 

| For Peremptory Sale.—By order of the Mortgagees.— 
Billingshurst, Thakeham, Shipley, and Sullington.—Im- 
portant Residential, Agricultural, and Sporting Estates, 
extending to an area of about 1,150 acres, including 
Kingsfold, South-house Furm, and Beck Farm, within a 
few minutes of Billingshurst Station, Apsley Farm, and 
Leybrook Farm, Thakeham; and Barns Farm, between 
Sandgate and Highden, Sullington. 


M ESSRS. KING & CHASEMORE have 
4 received instructions from the Mortgagees to SELL 
by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, London, 
E.C., on MONDAY, JULY Bist, 1893, at TWO o’clock in 
| the afternoon, the above truly desirable and valuable 

ESTATES, charmingly situated on the South Downs, and 
in the most lovely part of the Weald of Sussex, in 12 Lots, 
as follows :— 

Lot 1. Barns Farm, Sullington, on the South a. r. 
Downs, farmhouse, buildings, and arable and 
down land F os eo ie ag eS 

Lot 2. Portion of Barns Farm, fertile arable land 3 1 38 

| Lot 3. Barns Farm meadows, finely timbered ... 18 2 

| Lot 4. Kingsfold, close to Billingshurst Station, 
picturesque old-fashionel Residence, nag 
stabling, farmery, and finely-timbered park- 
like meadows, and woodland 

Lot 5. Portion of Kingsfold Farm, 
Billingshurst, homestead and 
meadow and arable land es pan 

Lot 6. Beck Farm (north part), near billings- 
hurst Station, meadow, arable, and wood land, 
with fine building site ‘ ‘a oe 

Lot 7. South-houss Farm, one mile from Billings- 
hurst Station, farmhouse, agricultural build- 
ings, and highly fertile meadow and arable 
land oo a - 

Lot 8. Beck Farm, Billingshurst, farmhouse, with 
meadow and arab!e land, and splendid building 
site ao ese coe 

Lot 9. South Portion of Beck Farm, arable, suit- 
able for market garden ose 

Lot 10. Apsley, a historical Freehold Estate in 
the parishes of Thakeham and Shipley, with 
commodious farm residence, cottages, and ex- 
tensive modera agricultural buildings, about 
half the estate being grass land and the re- 
mainder highly fertile arable land, with a few 
well-placed coverts ... eon a .. 58 

Lot 11. Laybrook Farm, Thakeham, good farm- 
house, extensive buildings, and highly produc- 
tive brooklands, meadows, and arable . a 3 

Lot 12. Limekiln Fie!d, Thakeham, enclosure of 
meadow land... és cl Ate. oh ey Os 
The above properties possess very extensive road fron- 

tages, the land is of good quality, and the farms are so 

conveniently situated that, in addition to their agricultural 
and sporting advantages, they will commend themselves 
for residential purposes. 


p- 


close to 
productive 
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Particulars, plans, and conditions of sale are in course of 
preparation, and may be obtained of Messrs. Rose & John- 
son, Solicitors, No. 13, Delahay-street, Westminster, 8.W. ; 
and of Messrs. King & Chasemore, Land and Timber Sur- 
veyors, Horsham, Sussex. 


SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1893. 


M ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
ivi FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties will be held at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, in the City of London, as follows :— 

Tues., July 18 Tues., Oct. 31 
Tues., July 25 Tues., Nov. 14 


Tues., Aug. 1 Tues., Dec. 5 
Tues., Aug. 8 


Tues., Aug. 15 
Tues., Aug. 22 
Tues., Oct. 3 
Tues., Oct. 17 


Auctions can also be held on other days, in town or 
country, by arrangement. Messrs. Debenham, Tewson, 
Farmer, & Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 
for Probate and other purposes, of Furniture, Pictures, 
Farming Stock, Timber, &c. 


DETAILED LISTS OF INVESTMENTS, Estates, 
Sporting Quarters, Residences, Shops, and Business Pre- 
mises to be Let or Sold by private contract are published on 
the ist of each month, and can be obtained of Messrs. 
Debenham, Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater, Estate Agents, 
Surveyors, and Valuers, 80, Cheapside, London, E.C. Tele- 
phone No. 1,503. 


{yj BSSES. ROBT. W. MANN & SON, 


SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 
AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


Rost. W. Mann, F.8.1., Tuomas R. Ransom, F.S.I. 
J. Bacsuaw Many, F.S.1., W. H. Many), 


2, Lower Grosvenor-place, Eaion-square, 8.W., and 
32, Lowndes-street, Belgrave-square, 8.W. 





To be SOLD, a Bargain, an extra well- 
- built semi-detached Villa, with good garden, at the 
very low price of £600 (cost more to build). Similar house 
letting at £65 per annum.—Apply to Surveyor, 2, Telford- 
|} avenue, Streatham-hill, 8.W. 








rI\RUST MONEYS.—To Solicitors, Trustees, 
and others who have Trust Moneys against first- 
class Securities, such as Freeholds and Leaseholds, in this 
country ; please state amount offered and interest required, 
whether on freehold, leasehold or otherwise.—M. Lzow, 
Mortgage Broker, Broad-street-avenue, London. E.C. 





RUSTEES with Several Thousand Poug 


to Lend on Mortgage would like to hear of 


Freehold Securities at 4 to 4} per cent.—Particulars to Hg 


Harpy, Surveyor and Valuer, Prospect House, High 
Chiswick. 


N 


at 4 to 4} per cent.—Particulars to Taos. H. E. 
Solicitor, 16, Philpot-lane, E.C. 


ONEY to LEND.—£4,560 and £3) 


ready to be lent by Trustees on Freehold Pro pert 


GIOLICITORS and CAPITALISTS) 


h 


houses roofed in now ; no agents. 


Builder requires Advance, £1,000 about, to con S 
Address E , 1,248, 8 


Advertising Offices, London. 


Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 


THE IMPERIAL risveance comell 


uiuitep, FIRE. 
Established 1803. 


1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 4 


Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000, 
Total Funds £1,600,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Man 


PROVIDENT LIFE OFFIG 


EXISTING ASSURANCES . ° ° 
INVESTED FUNDS . . ° . 


FOUNDED 1808. 


Crry Brancn—14, CORNHILL, E.C. 


FINANCIAL POSITION. 


50, REGENT STREET, LONDON, W, 


FP 


£7,548, 
2,7 


ANNUAL INCOME . . . . x 


CLAIMS & SURRENDERS PAID . 
BONUSES DECLARED exceed ° . 


Equitable Division of Profits. 


9%, 
3,% 
Claims paid on Proof of Death and Title. 
Liberal Surrender-Val 


Enlarged Free Limits of Foreign Residence and T 


Half-Credit System Policies. 


Endowment Assurances with Profits. 
Non-forfeitable 
Intergrediate Bonuses. 


Special Advantages to the Naval and Military Profe 


Further Information on Application. ; 
CHARLES STEVENS, Actuary & Secretam 


HCENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lome 


STREET, and 57, Cuarine-cross, Loxpox, | 


Established 1782. 


Lowest Current Rates. 

Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 

Assured free of all Liability. 

Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
W. C. Macpona.p, 
F. B. Macpona.p, 


Joint 





THE EQUITABLE FIRE AND ACCIDE 


LIMITED. 
GLASGOW, 
£406,5 


OFFICE, 

MANCHESTER, LONDON, 
CapiTaL aie a ‘ine 
Awnvat Income (1891) over 
Security TO InsuRED, over 


£460,000, 


AGENCY. — Gentlemen who can introduce 80 
BUSINESS invited to apply for Agency. 


SPECIAL FEATURE in Accident Desa 


PREMIUM returned EVERY FIFTH 


EAR to 


who bave made no claim. 


D. R. PATERSON, Manager and Se 


EDE AND SON, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole 


Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &e. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BABRI 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, 


Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gow 


ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDO! 


£140,000, 
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